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Abstract 
For the past fifty years, the states and the National Congress has been attempting 
to fix problems associated with the Foster Care system. Some of these measures have 
been successful, while some have not. This raises the question of what effective policy is 
and what is not. The hypothesis is that a focus on the effective child placement and 
adoption as well as family reunification will be beneficial policy for the system. This is 
the question that this study will attempt to answer in order to provide better policies for 
the problems ailing the system. Through the course of the study, a legislative history was 
done that looked through bills related to the Foster Care system passed in Virginia, 
Arizona, and California. These bills were then compared to the data provided by the 
Children’s Bureau to determine points of correlation. It was found that emphasis on 
family, on private agencies, and streamlining the adoption process have been successful 
policies for the states. Conversely focusing on ideology and on small reactionary changes 
are unsuccessful policies. This study strove to give a roadmap to those looking to 
improve the system.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
 One issue that has consistently plagued the United States and the rest of the world 
is the problem of children who do not have a family or a home. Though the United States 
of America may have one of the highest standards of living in history, it is not exempt 
from the problem. Estimates have placed the number of children who are currently in the 
Foster Care system in America at nearly five hundred thousand.1 Numerous families have 
fallen apart, and numerous children left needing care. The easy answer would be to resort 
to the federal government since it has the resources to get the job done, but both state and 
federal governments have worked on the problem since the founding of America.2 For 
forty years, there has been a litany of legislation to improve the foster care system, but 
unfortunately, all of these policies have not solved the problem.3 Everyone from the 
federal government to the local governments needs to be smarter about how to approach 
the foster care system to improve the children’s lives. 
 The purpose of this study is to recommend policy solutions to the problems of the 
foster care system. It is pointless to try to solve these problems by repeating past mistakes 
or passing legislation that has failed in Virginia in California. Such recommendations can 
be determined by compiling and analyzing successful and failed policies. This paper will 
study the legislation passed from 2006 – 2017 in Virginia, Arizona, and California. It will 
also compare this legislation to the publicly available data released by the Children’s 
Bureau to attempt to determine what policies bring about positive change for the Foster 
Care system and what does not. The analysis of policies state lawmakers have already 
attempted will create a map to help improve the system. By putting the resources where 
they would be the most productive, by thinking out plans, and placing the focus on the 
children, the States can improve their foster care systems.  
Biblical Principles 
 God calls all Christians who are serving in politics to be statesmen. The main 
 
1 Kay Nolan, “Foster Care: Can the System Handle the Soaring Demand?” CQ Press 28, no. 26., July 20, 
2018, 609-32, Political Science Complete, accessed September 10, 2018, 
library.cqpress.com/cqresearcher/cqresrre2018072000, 612. 
2 “History of Foster Care in the United States,” National Foster Parent Association, accessed August 10, 
2019, https://nfpaonline.org/page-1105741. 
3 Children’s Bureau, “Major Federal Legislation Concerned With Child Protection, Child Welfare, and 
Adoption,” Children’s Bureau, 2015, accessed September 11, 2018, 
https://www.childwelfare.gov/pubpdfs/majorfedlegis.pdf. 
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application of this principle is that statesmen “must think systematically and 
holistically.”4 A Statesmen should keep in mind the whole picture when making 
decisions.5 “Having good ideas or pure convictions … are not enough.”6 To do any less 
than this would not be loving God with all of one’s mind.7 Christians can love God with 
all their minds by using them to help solve problems that God has put in front of them. 
As Proverbs 14:15 states, “The simple believes everything, but the prudent gives thought 
to his steps.”8 Christians need to be thoughtful and analyze the policies they are trying to 
improve.  
 Christians should be concerned about the problems the system is facing. It is 
common knowledge that many Christians believe that the most significant issues with 
society today is abortion or religious liberty. While these are crucial issues, they are not 
the only ones that are vexing society. Much attention is paid to the cause of children 
before they are born, but what about after birth? Does their value to God end once they 
leave the womb? Jesus answered no, telling his followers, “As you did it to one of the 
least of these my brothers, you did it unto me.”9 Proverbs 31:8 commands Christians to 
speak up for those who cannot speak for themselves.10 Deuteronomy 10:18 states that 
God is a God who defends the cause of the fatherless.11 James 1:27 calls on those who 
love God to “visit orphans and widows in their affliction.” There are a plethora of 
passages that support the point that the Church, and in the Christian statesmen, should be 
involved in the continued troubles of the Foster Care system. God commands His people 
over throughout the Old and New Testaments to care for the children in need. Christians 
should work to not only further understand the system but to improve it. 
Background on the System 
 First, the Foster Care system has differing types of care that a child can receive, 
and which clarifies several misconceptions about the system. One such misconception is 
 
4 Kahlib Fischer, “Leadership and Statesmanship: An Introduction,” Lecture, Liberty University, 
Lynchburg, 2012. 
5 Fischer, “Leadership.” 
6 Fischer, “Leadership.” 
7 Matthew 22:37 ESV. 
8 Proverbs 14:15 ESV. 
9 Matthew 25:40 ESV. 
10 Proverbs 31:8 ESV. 
11 Deuteronomy 10:18 ESV. 
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that every child is eligible for adoption and looking for a new home. In 1998, legislation 
began to focus on family reunification, which opened the door for a new type of policy.12 
Presently, for 56% of the children in the system, family reunification is the goal.13 
Another misconception is when social services place a child in foster care; the options are 
an orphanage or a foster home. In 2017, social services placed 45% of children in foster 
homes with a non-relative.14 This type of care was best defined by Fred Wulczyn, a 
researcher for the University of Chicago, as “placement in the home of a state-licensed 
substitute caregiver who is often unknown to the child at the time of placement.”15  
The second highest placement for children is Kinship Care, a favored choice for 
32% of the children.16 Kinship guardians are grandparents, aunts, and uncles, other 
relatives, or anyone who has a family-like relationship with the child.17 The last 
possibility for placement is congregate care, which caters to 13% of the children.18 Dr. 
Wulczyn describes congregate care as “placement in a group facility managed by the 
state or a private entity contracted by the state.”19 Scholars have written on the damaging 
and adverse effects it has on the children, steeping it in controversy.20 The Family First 
Act of 2017 has made this type of placement all the more complicated, restricting funding 
for children (except in extreme cases) to only two weeks in facilities.21 These various 
methods and policies are crucial to understanding the Foster system. In 2017, only 27% 
of the children in foster care were up for adoption.22 That makes seven out of every ten 
children who were not eligible for adoption, who still needed temporary care. States 
generally choose between these policies to properly place children.  
 The history of the Foster Care system also reveals several failed policies. The 
 
12 Nolan, “Foster Care,” 622. 
13 Children’s Bureau, “The AFCARS Report,” Children’s Bureau, Oct. 20, 2017, accessed November 10, 
2018, https://www.acf.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/cb/afcarsreport25.pdf, 1. 
14 Children’s Bureau, “AFCARS Report 25,” 1. 
15 Fred Wulczyn and John Halloran, “Modeling Complexity in Human Built Systems: New Approaches, 
New Findings in Foster Care,” Policy and Complex Systems 3 no. 2 Fall 2017: 105-119, accessed March 
10, 2019, DOI: 10.18278/jpcs.3.2.7, 109. 
16 Children’s Bureau, “AFCARS Report 25,” 1.  
17 Nolan, “Foster Care,” 616. 
18 Children’s Bureau, “AFCARS Report 25,” 1. 
19 Wulcyzn, “Modeling Complexity,” 109. 
20 Nolan, “Foster Care,” 615. 
21 Nolan, “Foster Care,” 615. 
22 Children’s Bureau, “AFCARS Report 25,” 1. 
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U.S. has been dealing with Foster Care issues since a child named Benjamin Eaton was 
orphaned thirty years after the foundation of Jamestown in 1636.23 Early on, the Church 
primarily handled the system. “Records show that Christian Congregations took up 
collections to pay qualified widows to care for other orphaned children, while in colonial 
Virginia and other places, Anglican parishes levied taxes to care for orphans and the 
poor.”24 The first orphanages in America were formed in Charleston, South Carolina, to 
deal with the orphans left in the wake of the British attack.25 For the next two centuries, 
America mostly followed the British example of the “poor law,” where orphaned children 
were made indentured servants to a family until they came to the age of majority.26 
America did not pass the first adoption law until the middle of the 19th century.27 Another 
policy of the 19th century was the “orphan trains” which brought orphans from big cities 
such as New York and delivered to the Midwest, where there was work they could do.28 
In the early 1900s, the Federal government formed the Children’s Bureau, which placed 
children with licensed foster parents for care.29 In the 1960s, the foster care system and 
child abuse gained national attention, which provoked legislation.30 It was not until the 
1990s that significant reform measures were passed that benefited the system as the 
system nearly doubled over the preceding ten years.31 Whether it was indentured 
servitude, orphan trains, or the first foster homes, many of these policies failed to protect 
the children adequately. This work will bear in mind these policies while analyzing more 
recent ones. 
Methodology 
 This paper will attempt to analyze legislation passed during the test period in 
three states to gain insights into what characterizes good policy for the Foster Care 
system. The Commonwealth of Virginia has a long history with Foster Care and had 
 
23 “History of Foster Care.” 
24 Nolan, “Foster Care,” 618. 
25 Stephen Doucher, “A view of American Orphanages Through a Study of History of the Ohio Pythian 
House,” Theses and Dissertation, Wright State University, 2011, 6. 
26 Nolan, “Foster Care,” 618.  
27 Nolan, “Foster Care,” 618. 
28 Nolan, “Foster Care,” 620. 
29 Nolan, “Foster Care,” 620.  
30 Nolan, “Foster Care,” 620. 
31 Nolan, “Foster Care,” 620. 
 10 
positive numbers over the period studied. Arizona has a history of policy innovation and 
success in areas such as education. As a state with a large population and size, California 
offers a unique perspective. These three states provide a diverse field to see different 
kinds of policies and approaches. A legislative history was conducted on each to identify 
bills that were relevant to the study. 
 The legislative history was conducted using the following criteria: those that 
directly relate to the welfare of the children in the Foster Care system that applies to more 
than just a minuscule part of the system and would apply to the data. Bills related to 
education, child daycare, child support, health care, and transportation, while impacting 
the lives of the foster children, were not considered for this study. The legislative history 
begins in 2006 to provide background on the States’ Foster systems and to further show 
their approaches. The study lists the intentions of each of the bills during their years of 
impact, not passage. The bills were broken down by year and listed along with what each 
was attempting to change. The analysis of the legislation begins in each chapter as the 
data becomes available. This study cannot analyze changes before 2008 due to resource 
limitations; thus, the analysis will begin in 2009.  
This analysis utilized the Adoption and Foster Care Analysis and Reporting 
System (referred to as AFCARS). The policies were analyzed using ten years of data 
available dating from 2008-2017. Changes in the date were noted after 2009 to analyze 
the policies. The study uses six data sets from the AFCARS data: the number of children 
in care, the number entering the system, the number exiting the system, the number of 
parental rights removed, the number of children eligible for adoption, and the number 
adopted with government assistance. These data sets show the impacts of the policies on 
a year by year basis, but with the help of statistical tools, it can also show long term, 
decade-wide benefits. There is not enough data currently available to adequately prove 
causation relative to which policies have improved the system, and which have not. Thus, 
the focus of this study is to demonstrate the correlations between the policies and the 
data. For example, if kinship care has a strong correlation to improvement multiple times 
in multiple systems, it strongly suggests that it is a good policy to pursue. 
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 Four major chapters comprise the content of this study as it attempts its overall 
goal. The second chapter will focus on the Commonwealth of Virginia and discusses 
policies it has been pursuing in the twelve years studied, followed by Arizona, then 
California. Finally, the fifth chapter will include the breakdown of the points of 
correlation determined in the three states. This chapter will attempt to answer the 
questions raised and offer conclusions.  
Conclusion 
 The focus of the Foster Care system should be on the children and families. The 
states’ legislator should focus on improving the system by remembering its real purpose- 
not on ideology or any other criteria. This study will show the positive correlation that 
has been found in the states and provide a policy roadmap to improve the system further.  
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CHAPTER 2: VIRGINIA 
 Virginia has made improvements in the lives of foster children, which places 
them in the top five Foster Care Systems according to the data. This chapter will seek to 
answer how this occurred by looking at the data, and the legislation passed. 
The Data 
 The first step in the study of Virginia’s Foster Care system is to analyze the 
available data. For this study, Virginia’s system will only be compared to the national 
average, and not to any of the other states in this study. The raw data for Virginia shows a 
system that improves the lives of foster children.  
 The data revealed that in Virginia, fewer children were in care in 2017, than there 
were in 2008. There were 7,099 children in the system in 2008 and in 2017: 4,795.32 That 
is a ten-year average of 5,125 children.33 This demonstrates a rate of decrease of 32.45%, 
which is 2.97 times better than the 10% rate of the National system.34 In 2017, Virginia 
accounted for 1.08% of the children in the National system, which is surprising 
considering the higher than the average population.35 Overall, the number of children that 
were in care improved over ten years. 
 The number of children entering the system also decreased in the same period. In 
2008, 3,221 children were entering the system, and in 2017, 2,741.36 There was a ten-year 
average of 2,808 children entering, which is a decrease of 14.9% children, 496.66 better 
than the 0.03% decrease in the national system.37 In the final analysis, Virginia made up 
1.01% of the children entering the system.38 This data set was more sporadic than the in 
care data, but overall showed a decline in the number of children entering the system.  
 Though the entrance rate was decreasing, the exit rate decreased as well. In 2008, 
3,060 children were exiting the Virginia system while in 2017, 2,842.39 That is a rate of 
decrease of 7.12%, which is 2x better than the 14.25% rate of the national system.40 The 
 
32 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables,” In Care on September 30. 
33 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables,” In Care on September 30. 
34 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables,” In Care on September 30.  
35 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables,” In Care on September 30. 
36 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables,” Entered. 
37 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables,” Entered. 
38 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables,” Entered.  
39 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables,” Exited. 
40 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables,” Exited. 
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numbers are flipped for this data set because the goal should be more children exiting the 
system, not more. There was an average of 2,962 children exiting the system throughout 
the ten-year.41 In 2017, the Commonwealth made up 1.14% of the children entering the 
system.42 It also saw a few years of increase, but a decrease in seven of the nine years 
studied, which explains the overall decrease in the system.43 The exit rate is an area of the 
system that could use some improvement. 
 The next area of the system is the number of children Virginia removed from 
parents. In 2008, 1,336 children were removed from their parents and in 2017, 1,307.44 
This change could be due to numerous factors such as abuse, neglect, drug use, and 
others. There was a rate of decrease of 0.02%, which differed from the 55.47% increase 
experienced by the nation at large.45 There was an average of 1,163 parental rights 
removed during the time studied, and in 2017, Virginia accounted for 1.05% of the 
children removed from their parents.46 Much like the entrance rate, this data fluctuated 
drastically, altering directions eight times over the nine years studied.47 Overall, Virginia 
has been removing fewer children from their parents, especially when compared to the 
rest of the nation. 
It is in the best interest of Virginia to quickly find safe homes for the children 
awaiting adoption. There were 1,769 children eligible to be adopted in 2008 and in 2017, 
1,826.48 This change is a rate of increase of 3.22%, which is worse compared to the 
national system’s 44.69% rate of decrease.49 There was an average of 1,629 children 
waiting to be adopted.50 In 2017, Virginia accounted for 2.62% of the children who were 
waiting to be adopted nationally.51 This data was another set of numbers that were 
sporadic and continually changing; the course flipped six times in the years studied. This 
set of data shows another area where the Virginia system could stand to improve. 
 
41 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables,” Exited. 
42 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables,” Exited. 
43 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables,” Exited. 
44 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables,” Parental Rights Terminated. 
45 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables,” Parental Rights Terminated. 
46 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables,” Parental Rights Terminated. 
47 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables,” Parental Rights Terminated. 
48 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables,” Waiting for Adoption. 
49 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables,” Waiting for Adoption. 
50 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables,” Waiting for Adoption. 
51 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables,” Waiting for Adoption. 
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 The final set of data is the number of children adopted with government 
assistance, rather than private. The Virginia government helped with 664 adoptions in 
2008 and with 801 in 2017.52 This change was a 20.63% rate of increase, which was 2.71 
better than the 7.59% rate of increase shown by the national system.53 Virginia does not 
interfere with adoptions at the rate of the other states. Virginia accounted for 1.34% of 
the government adoptions in 2017.54 Given the fact that there has been a decrease in the 
number of children in the system, it may not be practical to give more control over 
adoption to the government until further study.  
 The analysis of the data sets helps to showcase the various changes within the 
Virginia system. The data paints a story of a Foster system that has been steadily 
improving over the past ten years. Both the national system and the Virginia system 
evidenced years of increase ranging from 2012-2016 in most of the data sets, which may 
be indicative of national policy.55 However, in most of the data sets, there was a massive 
difference between the state data and the national data,56 with a 99.99% probability of 
difference between the two systems. Given the background of the Virginia system, it is 
easier to understand the long-term effects they may have as well as the short-term effect. 
The next part of the study is the legislative history of bills passed by the Virginia General 
Assembly. 
The Background Years 
 The first year of the study, 2006, was a year of change. The first bill passed, HB 
56 required any medical professionals and teachers to report any suspected abuse of a 
child.57 A later bill, SB 253, added ministers and other trained adults in religious 
organizations to that list.58 SB 584 made it an act of child abuse for a teenager under the 
 
52 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables,” Adopted. 
53 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables,” Adopted. 
54 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables,” Adopted. 
55 Children’s Bureau, “AFCARS Report 25.” 
56 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables.” 
57 Virginia General Assembly, House of Delegates, HB 56 Child Abuse or neglect; mandatory reporting by 
eligibility workers; penalty, 154th Assembly, 1st Session, 2006, http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-
bin/legp604.exe?061+sum+HB56. 
58 Virginia General Assembly, State Senate, SB 253 Child abuse and neglect; reporting requirements by 
ministers of religion, 154th Assembly, 1st Session, 2006, http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-
bin/legp604.exe?061+sum+SB253. 
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age of 15 to become pregnant.59 These bills intended to combat the issue of child abuse.  
HB 1145 gave jurisdiction to the Social Work Board to determine how much training 
they needed to do their job.60 In respect to adoption, HB 729 simplified the adoption 
procedures and gave more freedom to the adoption agencies.61 That same bill also made 
it easier for parents to adopt out their children voluntarily.62 There were new 
requirements given to group homes in HB 577.63 There were several bills on the issue of 
child placement. HB 1317 required a national background check before placement can be 
made.64 A later bill stated that people with drug convictions could adopt a child ten years 
after their conviction date.65 SB 48 made kinship care the priority placement option, 
which further helped keep the family together.66 Another policy for kinship care was SB 
585, which allowed kinship guardians to have the same resources as foster parents.67 This 
bill further commits resources to help keep families together. These bills made child 
placements easier and safer and sought to protect the children and their interests further. 
There were not as many changes in 2007, but some areas were improved. HB 
2517 allowed for a person’s criminal record to be released to support the removal of a 
child.68 Another bill, HB 1897, made it a requirement for all the available information on 
 
59 Virginia General Assembly, State Senate, SB 584 Child abuse or neglect; requires physician to report 
teenage pregnancies if child is under age 15, 154th Assembly, 1st Session, 2006, http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-
bin/legp604.exe?061+sum+SB584. 
60 Virginia General Assembly, House of Delegates, HB 1146 - Social Workers; must have license issued by 
Board of Social Work, 154th Assembly, 1st Session, 2006, http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-
bin/legp604.exe?061+sum+HB1146. 
61 Virginia General Assembly, House of Delegates, HB 729 Adoption; allows birth parent to recommend 
adoptive parents, 154th Assembly, 1st Session, 2006, http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-
bin/legp604.exe?061+sum+HB729. 
62 Virginia General Assembly, “HB 729.” 
63 Virginia General Assembly, House of Delegates, HB 577 Children's Group Homes and Residential 
Facilities; Regulatory Requirements for Licensure, 154th Assembly, 1st Session, 2006, 
http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?061+sum+HB577. 
64 Virginia General Assembly, House of Delegates, HB 1317 Foster care; requires a national wide criminal 
background check before placement of child, 154th Assembly, 1st Session, 2006, http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-
bin/legp604.exe?061+sum+HB1317. 
65 Virginia General Assembly, House of Delegates, HB 1534 Adoption; one convicted of felony drug 
possession may adopt/foster provided 10 years have elapsed, 154th Assembly, 1st Session, 2006, 
http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?061+sum+HB1534. 
66 Virginia General Assembly, State Senate, SB 48 Kinship foster care; social services to seek thereof, 
154th Assembly, 1st Session, 2006, http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?061+sum+SB48. 
67 Virginia General Assembly, State Senate, SB 585 Kinship care; allows caregivers access to all foster care 
services, 154th Assembly, 1st Session, 2006, http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?061+sum+SB585. 
68 Virginia General Assembly, House of Delegates, HB 2517 Child abuse or neglect; criminal history 
records check on individuals being investigated, 154th Assembly, 2nd Session, 2007, 
http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?071+sum+HB2517. 
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the child to be given to his or her new adoptive parents.69 These bills addressed small 
problems, a common pattern. 
The third-year analyzed, 2008, continued the attempts to improve the system. 
There were several bills passed to combat child abuse, adding both EMS personnel and 
animal control officers to the list of those required to report abuse.70 HB 1143 required 
the court and the social workers to arrange visitation rights to siblings, parents, and 
grandparents, mainly to encourage sibling relationships.71 Congregate care was made 
compact with the regulations combined into one department.72 The adoption policies saw 
a change as well. HB 285 allowed parents seven days to revoke a voluntary adoption, to 
keep cases out of court.73 The law was changed to allow previous home studies to last up 
to 36 months, making adoptions easier.74 Finally, stepparents adopting their stepchildren 
were made more accessible.75 The intentions of these bills kept children out of care and 
with families. 
There were also administrative reforms to the system in 2008, mainly regarding 
foster homes and social workers. Lawmakers removed the need for birth parents to 
receive a copy of the Foster Care plan.76 HB 1530 required that siblings, if at all possible, 
 
69 Virginia General Assembly, House of Delegates, HB 1897 Adoption; exchange of medical and 
psychological information, 154th Assembly, 2nd Session, 2007, http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-
bin/legp604.exe?071+sum+HB1897. 
70 Virginia General Assembly. State Senate, SB 228 Child abuse and neglect; emergency medical services 
personnel added to list of mandatory reporters, 155th Assembly, 1st Session, 2008, 
http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?081+sum+SB228.; Virginia General Assembly, State Senate. SB 
637 Child abuse; animal control officers required to report, 155th Assembly, 1st Session, 2008, 
http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?081+sum+SB637. 
71 Virginia General Assembly. House of Delegates, HB 1143 Foster care; visitation rights for siblings, 
155th Assembly, 1st Session, 2008, http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?081+sum+HB1143. 
72 Virginia General Assembly, State Senate, SB 472 Group homes & residential facilities for children; 
regulations for licensure of programs offered, 155th Assembly, 1st Session, 2008, 
http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?081+sum+SB472. 
73 Virginia General Assembly, House of Delegates, HB 285 Adoptions; consent revocation period for 
parental placement, 155th Assembly, 1st Session, 2008, http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-
bin/legp604.exe?081+sum+HB285. 
74 Virginia General Assembly, House of Delegates, HB 946 Adoption; period of validity of home study, 
155th Assembly, 1st Session, 2008, http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?081+sum+HB946. 
75 Virginia General Assembly, State Senate, SB 171 Adoption; former adoptive parent who stood in loco 
parentis may petition to adopt child, 155th Assembly, 1st Session, 2008, http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-
bin/legp604.exe?081+sum+SB171. 
76 Virginia General Assembly. House of Delegates, HB 1489 Foster care plan; eliminates requirement for 
child placed out of his home be filed by public agency, 155th Assembly, 1st Session, 2008, 
http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?081+sum+HB1489. 
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be kept together; or a plan to ensure their relationship.77 The last reform required 
minimum training requirements for social workers.78 There was a litany of changes to the 
Foster Care system. The bills of the past three years provide background on the Virginia 
system.  
The Improvements Continue 
 Reforms continued to come in 2009. In recent years there were changes to make 
adoption easier, protect the children, better identify child abuse, and to promote 
congregate and Kinship care. HB 2340 required the DSS to report on the effectiveness of 
the Foster Care system.79 The State attempted to expedite the amount of time in care with 
HB 1914, which required a plan to be made for each child for them to stay in Foster 
Care.80 HB 2159 made it easier to adopt a child, removing hindering provisions and 
waiving parental consent in cases of death or absence.81 Another policy enacted in 
regards to Foster Care was the creation of the “A Place of my Own” program, a fund set 
up by the DSS, to work with faith-based organizations to raise money for foster 
children.82 This bill brought in private money to improve the system. Efforts to combat 
child abuse were made public with the creation of “VCPAS”.83  
Across all six data sets, there were good rates of improvement. The number of 
children in care decreased by 15.93%.84 Meanwhile, there was a decrease of 426 children 
 
77 Virginia General Assembly, House of Delegates, HB 1530 Foster Children; placement of siblings 
together, 155th Assembly, 1st Session, 2008, http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-
bin/legp604.exe?081+sum+HB1530. 
78 Virginia General Assembly, House of Delegates, HB 825 Foster & Adoption Workers; Department of 
Social Services to establish minimum training requirements, 155th Assembly, 1st Session, 2008, 
http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?081+sum+HB825. 
79 Virginia General Assembly, House of Delegates, HB 2340 Child protective serves differential response 
system report; repealed, 155th Assembly, 2nd Session, 2009, http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-
bin/legp604.exe?091+sum+HB2340. 
80 Virginia General Assembly, House of Delegates, HB 1914 Foster care; deletes certain code references, 
guidelines for continuation thereof, 155th Assembly, 2nd Session, 2009, http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-
bin/legp604.exe?091+sum+HB1914. 
81 Virginia General Assembly, House of Delegates, HB 2159 Adoption of a child; amends statutes 
governing, 155th Assembly, 2nd Session, 2009, http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-
bin/legp604.exe?091+sum+HB2159. 
82 Virginia General Assembly, House of Delegates, HB 2500 'A place of my own' program; Department of 
Social Services to develop, 155th Assembly, 2nd Session, 2009, http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-
bin/legp604.exe?091+sum+HB2500. 
83 Virginia General Assembly, House of Delegates, HB 1904 Virginia Child Protection Accountability 
System; established, 155th Assembly, 2nd Session, 2009, http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-
bin/legp604.exe?091+sum+HB1904. 
84 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables.” 
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entering the system.85 Three hundred nine more children were leaving the system, which 
is a good increase.86 These suggest that the adoption policies of simplifying the 
procedures, and the increase of kinship care as a placement have been successful. The 
number of parental rights removed decreased by 10.03%, indicating that the new child 
abuse measures had not led to increased removal.87 The number of children waiting to be 
adopted dropped by 8.75%, further showing the potential success of new adoption 
policies.88  
The bills passed in 2010 impacted several areas of the system. It was during this 
year that the national congress reauthorized CAPTA with a massive increase in federal 
government control over the system.89 Despite this, Virginia continued to try to improve 
its system with administrative, adoption, and other changes. HB 1188 loosened the 
required size of the local BSS.90 HB 443 further removed unneeded provisions and 
diversified the adoption payments.91 The state attempted to prevent children from 
entering the system by releasing adoption information to new parents.92 HB 747 brought 
the last change of 2010, removing the need for a guardian ad litem if the child’s 
destination was a kinship care placement.93 This bill helped the difficulties of placing 
children in kinship care.  
These measures lead to an improved system, but there was a decline in the 
numbers. The number of children in the system decreased by 9.28%.94 Children entering 
 
85 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables.” 
86 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables.” 
87 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables.” 
88 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables.” 
89 Children’s Bureau, “Major Federal Legislation Concerned with Child Protection, Child Welfare, and 
Adoption,” Children’s Bureau, 2015, accessed September 11, 2018, 
https://www.childwelfare.gov/pubpdfs/majorfedlegis.pdf. 
90 Virginia General Assembly, House of Delegates, HB 1188 Social Services, local board of; counties that 
have county board form of government to appoint, 156th Assembly, 1st Session, 2010, 
http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?101+sum+HB1188. 
91 Virginia General Assembly, House of Delegates, HB 443 Adoption; amends eligibility and application 
process requirements for assistance, 156th Assembly, 1st Session, 2010, http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-
bin/legp604.exe?101+sum+HB443. 
92 Virginia General Assembly, House of Delegates, HB 1133 Adoptions; prior to placement, agency must 
provide explanation of adoption process, 156th Assembly, 1st Session, 2010, http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-
bin/legp604.exe?101+sum+HB1133. 
93 Virginia General Assembly, House of Delegates, HB 747 Stepparent and close relative adoption; 
appointment of guardian ad litem not required, 156th Assembly, 1st Session, 2010, 
http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?101+sum+HB747. 
94 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables.” 
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the system increased by 5.5% this year.95 A possible scenario is the new laws coming into 
effect, leading to the emergence of more cases of child abuse. The number of children 
exiting the system decreased by 6.71%.96 The rates of parental termination of rights 
increased by 18.86%.97 Those waiting to be adopted decreased by 3.4%, suggesting 
success in the adoption policies.98 Meanwhile, the number adopted with government 
assistance rose by 12.67%.99 These numbers suggest that the new adoption policies, such 
as HB 1133, to be successful. 
 The first year of the new decade, 2011, brought further changes. The general 
assembly removed the mandates that regulated office space size and the line items of the 
budgets for local Departments of Social Services.100 This change brought more 
operational freedom across the State. The laws surrounding adults living with caregivers 
were changed, requiring them to have a background check as well.101 SB 1037 limited the 
placement of children in independent living, wanting a family if possible.102 The DSS 
was permitted to consider other options if Kinship care is not in the best interest of the 
child.103 The final bill was a requirement for social workers to have a degree and 
certification by the Board of Social Work.104 These brought changes to the system, with 
the most significant change, was to the social workers. 
 The data continued to improve between 2010 and 2011. The number of children 
in care decreased by 10.49%.105 This data change shows that placement polices were 
 
95 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables.” 
96 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables.” 
97 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables.” 
98 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables.” 
99 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables.” 
100 Virginia General Assembly, House of Delegates, HB 2376 Agency mandates; DSS to eliminate those 
related to office space, etc., of local social services, 156th Assembly, 2nd Session, 2011, 
http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?111+sum+HB2376. 
101 Virginia General Assembly, House of Delegates, HB 1767 Foster care; placement of child through an 
agreement between parents and local board, 156th Assembly, 2nd Session, 2011, http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-
bin/legp604.exe?111+sum+HB1767. 
102 Virginia General Assembly, State Senate, SB 1037 Foster care plan; eliminates independent living as a 
permanency goal option, 156th Assembly, 2nd Session, 2011, http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-
bin/legp604.exe?111+sum+SB1037. 
103 Virginia General Assembly, House of Delegates, HB 1984 Child welfare; placement of children, 156th 
Assembly, 2nd Session, 2011, http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?111+sum+HB1984. 
104 Virginia General Assembly, House of Delegates, HB 2037 Social work; unlawful for person not 
licensed by Board of Social Work to use title social worker, 156th Assembly, 2nd Session, 2011, 
http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?111+sum+HB2037. 
105 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables.” 
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continuing to work as more children were finding permanent homes and leaving the 
system. The General Assembly had simplified the process for both adoption and foster 
care in recent years. As the policies to this point had a positive effect on the number of 
children in care. The entrance rate fell by 5.94%. Concurrently the number of children 
leaving the system decreased by 4.84%.106 The number of rights removed fell by 
24.7%.107 The other data sets did not see any significant changes from previous years. 
2011 further showed that simplifying the process and more freedom was a good policy. 
Years of Decline 
 In 2012, Federal policies and state legislation impacted the system. These policies 
were unfunded mandates placed on the States.108 Meanwhile, Virginia continued to pass 
bills. HB 445 eliminated the need for parental consent for adoption if there had been no 
contact for six months.109 Federal regulations mandated that a required credit check for 
potential families.110 SB 299 made Kinship Care more accessible, revoking Foster Care 
requirements (such as room size and the number of children) from kin guardians if it 
would impose a hardship.111 The list of required reporters of child abuse grew to include 
athletic coaches and any employees of a sports organization.112 HB 507 decreased the 
allotted time to report child abuse from three days to one day.113 One of the more critical 
bills was HB 189, which prohibited any child welfare agency from being denied a license 
 
106 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables.” 
107 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables.” 
108 Children’s Bureau, “Major Legislation,” 6-8. 
109 Virginia General Assembly, House of Delegates, HB 445 Adoption; various changes to procedures, 
157th Assembly, 1st Session, 2012, http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?121+sum+HB445. 
110 Virginia General Assembly, House of Delegates, HB 500 Foster care; DSS policies and procedures to 
protect personal identifying information of children, 157th Assembly, 1st Session, 2012, 
http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?121+sum+HB500. 
111 Virginia General Assembly, State Senate, SB 299 Kinship foster care placements; Commissioner of 
Social Services may grant variance from requirement, 157th Assembly, 1st Session, 2012, 
http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?121+sum+SB299. 
112 Virginia General Assembly, House of Delegates, HB 3 Child abuse or neglect; athletic coaches, etc. of 
private sports teams required to report to DSS, 157th Assembly, 1st Session, 2012, 
http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?121+sum+HB3.; Virginia General Assembly, House of 
Delegates, HB 1237 Child abuse and neglect; mandatory reporting, penalties, 157th Assembly, 1st Session, 
2012, http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?121+sum+HB1237. 
113 Virginia General Assembly, House of Delegates, HB 507 - Child abuse; increases reporting period by 
health care providers on substance exposed infants, 157th Assembly, 1st Session, 2012, 
http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?121+sum+HB507. 
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or funds because of its religious beliefs.114 The bill also prohibited religious organizations 
from having to place children outside of their beliefs as well.115 This bill was an 
important measure that had sweeping implications on the impact of the religious 
institutions in the Foster Care system. 
 The data declined from previous years but continued to remain positive. The 
number of children in care decreased by 5.51%.116 Children entering the system increased 
by 1.49%.117 More cases of child abuse or drugs were likely to be caught. The exit rate 
decreased by 2.11%.118 The number of parental rights removed increased by 14.99%, 
which points further to more cases.119 However, the number of children waiting to be 
adopted increased by 10.71%, a failure of the adoption policy.120 The number of children 
adopted with the government’s help dropped by 15.36%.121 2012 brought significant 
changes via the federal regulations causing the State to struggle under new mandates. 
 The eighth year, 2013, brought a period of change. The numbers in Virginia 
continued to decrease slightly but remained ahead of the national system. Localities were 
now allowed to withdraw their support from their board of social services.122 HB 2271 
required the DSS to use the federal adoption payments that it received for post-adoption 
services.123 There was a policy that adjusted the time frame for hearings and filing plans 
to bring them into compliance with federal law.124 Another measure diverted money from 
 
114 Virginia General Assembly, House of Delegates, HB 189 Child-placing agency; shall not be required to 
participate in placement of child for foster care, 157th Assembly, 1st Session, 2012, 
http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?121+sum+HB189. 
115 Virginia General Assembly, “HB 189.” 
116 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables.” 
117 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables.” 
118 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables.” 
119 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables.” 
120 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables.” 
121 Children’s Bureau, “State Data Tables.” 
122 Virginia General Assembly, House of Delegates, HB 2270 Social services, district board of; process for 
withdrawal by local governing body of county, etc., 157th Assembly, 2nd Session, 2013, 
http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?131+sum+HB2270. 
123 Virginia General Assembly, House of Delegates, HB 2271 Post-adoption services; DSS shall utilize all 
federal bonus payments to support, 157th Assembly, 2nd Session, 2013, http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-
bin/legp604.exe?131+sum+HB2271. 
124 Virginia General Assembly, House of Delegates, HB 2117 Foster care; time to conduct hearings, etc., 
157th Assembly, 2nd Session, 2013, http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?131+sum+HB2117. 
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areas of the system to help fund the remaining independent living services.125 This bill 
showed a difference in policy from previous years. HB 1721 mandated that the time 
waiting for required information in a child abuse case does not count as part of the time 
limit legal instituted.126 The last change reduced the number of credit references a new 
child welfare agency must provide, and required them to have an operating budget at the 
time of application.127 Lessening the bureaucracy around the licensing of a new adoption 
or foster agency could potentially produce more. The bills of 201 contained both new 
policies and old policies. 
 The data continued to decline, showing a system headed for trouble. The number 
of children in care decreased by 5.5%, which was lower than in years past.128 The 
significant change to the system was the new federal policies and unfunded mandates, 
which took money away from the system. Most of the bills in the past two years did not 
focus on the children. The number of children entering the system decreased by 2.64%.129 
This rate was close to the rate of children exiting the system, which was 2.46%.130 The 
number of parental rights removed continued to mirror the entrance rate, decreasing.131 
The lack of adoption policy did not bring significant change, only facilitating sixteen 
more adoptions than the year before.132 Finally, the number of children adopted via the 
government increased by 10.95%.133 The diverse nature of this year’s data constitutes a 
change from the steady numbers of years past.  
 2014 brought changes to administrative items, child abuse, and kinship care. HB 
 
125 Virginia General Assembly, House of Delegates, HB 1743 Independent living services; foster children 
committed to Department of Juvenile Justice, etc., 157th Assembly, 2nd Session, 2013, 
http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?131+sum+HB1743. 
126 Virginia General Assembly, House of Delegates, HB 1721 Child abuse and neglect investigations; time 
limit for reports, 157th Assembly, 2nd Session, 2013, http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-
bin/legp604.exe?131+sum+HB1721. 
127 Virginia General Assembly, House of Delegates, HB 1443 Social Services, Commissioner of; 
submission of financial information by applicant, licensure, 157th Assembly, 2nd Session, 2013, 
http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?131+sum+HB1443. 
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214 further established how a locality could withdraw from its board of social services.134  
The General Assembly lessened the workload of social workers, allowing family-service 
specialists to perform some of their duties.135 Any move to lessen the workload of the 
social workers allows them to support the children better. HB 890 added family-services 
specialists to the list of required reporters of child abuse.136 The General Assembly also 
formed a process for alerting the appropriate Law Enforcement Offices and 
Commonwealth’s Attorneys of child abuse complaints.137 Another change is that at the 
time of passage of SB 331, anyone investigating child abuse must have prior experience 
or have training.138 The final policy was to prohibit the removal of a child from kinship 
care after six months without approval from the kinship caregiver, a court order, or a 
family partnership meeting.139 The bills of 2014 made some needed changes while 
changing the direction of the policies. 
 The data continued to decline in 2014. The number of children in care increased 
by 6.24%.140 This rate is a change from the past five years, which all saw a decrease. 
There were no changes to the adoption policies since 2012, and the federal polices which 
diverted caseworker’s attention. The entrance rate increased by 17.69%.141 The answer to 
this is likely an increase in child abuse cases, especially considering the national system 
increased as well.142 The exit rate continued to decrease, this time by 2.1%,143 which 
points to a lack of focus on getting children out of the system, the number of children 
 
134 Virginia General Assembly, House of Delegates, HB 215 Social Services, district board of; process for 
withdrawal by local governments, 158th Assembly, 1st Session, 2014, http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-
bin/legp604.exe?141+sum+HB215. 
135 Virginia General Assembly, House of Delegates, HB 890 Social worker; family-services specialists & 
qualified equivalent workers allowed to perform tasks, 158th Assembly, 1st Session, 2014, 
http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?141+sum+HB890. 
136 Virginia General Assembly, “HB 890.” 
137 Virginia General Assembly, House of Delegates, HB 405 Abuse or neglect of a child suspected; reports 
to law enforcement, 158th Assembly, 1st Session, 2014, http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-
bin/legp604.exe?141+sum+HB405. 
138 Virginia General Assembly, State Senate, SB 331 Investigation of cases involving alleged sexual abuse 
of a child; qualifications of investigator, 158th Assembly, 1st Session, 2014, http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-
bin/legp604.exe?141+sum+SB331. 
139 Virginia General Assembly, State Senate, SB 400 Kinship foster care; removal of child from physical 
custody of kinship foster parent, 158th Assembly, 1st Session, 2014, http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-
bin/legp604.exe?141+sum+SB400. 
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entering the system surpassed that of those leaving. The number of children taken from 
their parents increased by 4.66%.144 The number of children waiting to be adopted went 
up by 1.93%.145 Further, the number of children adopted via the government decreased by 
10.86%. These figures point to a problem with the adoption policy. From 2014 it can be 
shown that attention to the system is needed, it had been several years since there was a 
significant adoption policy, and the system had been declining since. The system required 
correction going into 2015. 
Bouncing Back 
 The system improved going into 2015, as the Virginia Senate stepped in. The 
Commonwealth sought to improve adoption by requiring all the post-adoption services to 
be offered to new adoptive parents.146 Another reform allowed parents to adopt a child 
who has been in their custody for five years, and if they have the birth parents’ consent, 
without a home study or counseling.147 These provisions seek to make adoption easier. 
SB 947 ensured that family reunification was no longer required as part of a child’s plan 
if it was deemed impossible.148 This bill removed a redundant task from the social 
workers. These policies seek to improve the system, a change from the last few years 
with a focus on adoption.  
 The data improved in the fiscal year 2015. The number of children increased but 
by a lesser margin of 3%.149 The 5.3% rate of decrease in the entrance rate likely 
contributes to this decrease.150 More children were entering with a 1.82% decrease in the 
number of children exiting.151 The number of rights removed increased by 2.18%, which 
shows fewer children removed due to drugs or abuse. The number of children waiting to 
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146 Virginia General Assembly, State Senate, SB 834 Post-adoption services; listing of services available to 
families, 158th Assembly, 2nd Session, 2015, http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?151+sum+SB834. 
147 Virginia General Assembly, State Senate, SB 1268 Adoption; child in custody of prospective adoptive 
parent(s) for five years or more, 158th Assembly, 2nd Session, 2015, http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-
bin/legp604.exe?151+sum+SB1268. 
148 Virginia General Assembly, State Senate, SB 947 Foster care; removes certain requirements of 
Department of Social Services, 158th Assembly, 2nd Session, 2015, http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-
bin/legp604.exe?151+sum+SB947. 
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be adopted increased by 11.49%.152 This rate shows the additional work needed to place 
the children properly. The number of children adopted via the government decreased as 
well by 11.08%.153 The real crux of this year is that fewer children were taken and put in 
the system. 
2016 brought changes to administrative rules, child abuse, and kinship care. HB 
600 added sex trafficking to the actions that are considered child abuse.154 It was also 
made an act of child abuse to operate a child welfare agency without a license.155 Those 
convicted of violent crimes or crimes against children were prohibited from being 
employed by a child welfare agency.156 The trust fund the DSS created with the help of 
private organizations was amended, making any donations tax-deductible.157 This bill 
gives further incentives for individuals which would help improve the system. The last 
policy was HB 647, which gave local boards of Social Services the right to grant a waiver 
from regulations (except for safety) for a kinship home.158 This bill made it easier for 
relatives to take in children. These are the policies of the first session. 
 The data was mixed, with some improvement. Children in care increased by 
3.27%.159 This rate is due to the entrance rate, which increased the identical 3.27%.160 
The damage was not worse due to the exit rate, which increased by 5.36%.161 The 
entrance rate likely increased due to the 17.51% in the rate of parental termination.162 The 
number of children eligible for adoption increased, this time by 10.42%, while the 
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number adopted via the government increased by 11.57%.163 Virginia had done better 
than the last half a dozen years to get children out of the system. Kinship care had not 
seen improvement for several years and is a possible reason for this. Placement with 
relatives is a good way for children to stay out of the system. The final year of the study 
brought a change to the system both in bills and data. 
The last year, 2017, brought administrative changes as well as some new policies. 
HB 2215 allowed for Virginia adoption assistance to go towards foreign adoptions and 
gave resources for arbitrators to negotiate these agreements. New changes allowing local 
boards to remove the children if they believed that harm was imminent.164 HB 1786 
mandated an investigation for any discovered “in utero exposure” of a child, and the 
mother is required to seek help for addiction.165 The General Assembly reauthorized the 
process for licensure, further allowing for the work of child welfare agencies.166 A 
significant change was HB 1604, which sought to bring the system in line with the 
Family First act (discussed in chapter 1).167 This bill immediately impacted the State by 
removing some of the more damaging clauses of previous federal policies. HB 1795 
brought new statewide standards to expedite the home studies.168 These policies were 
significant changes from what was seen in recent years, and returned the data to a level of 
improvement. 
The data looked healthier at the end of 2017. The number of children in care 
decreased by 1.94%.169 Meanwhile, the entrance rate decreased by 6.77%.170 The rate of 
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decreases continued with a 1.73% decrease in children exiting the system.171 These 
changes showed initially that the system was recovering and moving in the right 
directing. The number of rights removed decreased by 1.13%.172 The most drastic 
changes of the year involved adoption, with those waiting to be adopted decreased by 
3.18%.173 Meanwhile, the number of children adopted via the government increased by 
27.75%.174 There were changes made to the adoption process. That alongside the increase 
in kinship care accounts for the decrease of children in the system. Time will tell what 
will happen next for the Virginia Foster children. 
Conclusion 
  The Virginia Foster Care system is not perfect, but there have been positive 
reforms that have made a difference. The analysis shows that there are multiple points of 
correlation between child-centered adoption policy and the number of children leaving 
the system. Whenever there was a solid adoption policy, the numbers decreased. When 
there was not, the numbers increased. It should be essential to remember that the focus of 
the system should be placing the children in permanent homes, not replacing the family. 
The workload of the social workers has shown to correlate with the status of the system. 
The status of the system improved when the load was lessened. Finally, there were points 
of correlation pointing to Kinship care as a robust policy for the Foster Care system. 
Further analysis of Virginia will be included in Chapter 6 when all the States are 
analyzed. From just Virginia, it appears Child-centered policies for adoption and Kinship 
care are winning policies for States to try.  
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CHAPTER 3: Arizona 
 The Arizona system has gone through trials and tribulations and has come out 
with improved numbers. This State is one that has a history of policy innovation in 
several different fields, a reputation that applies to the area of Foster Care. The Arizona 
Legislator passed policies that lead a system from the brink of collapse to improvement. 
Through the use of new policies and adaptation, Arizona was able to correct six years of 
a decline.175 This improvement is more than most states can claim, thus makes it of value 
to examine.  
The Data 
 Understanding the data will help to understand the changes to Arizona’s system. 
The Arizona system will only be compared to the national average, not to any of the other 
States in the study. Arizona has seen a decline for most of the time studied, but in recent 
years, it has shown improvement.  
 Due to several years of decline, the system had more children in care in 2017 than 
in 2008. In 2008, there were 9,590 children, and in 2017, 15,031.176 That was an increase 
of 5,441 children, which equates to a 56.74% rate of increase over the ten years.177 In 
2017, Arizona accounted for 3.39% of the children in the nation who were in care.178 In 
six of the nine years studied, there was an increase in the system, explaining the 
statistics.179 This system is one that initially does not look healthy and good for the 
children.  
 The entrance rate for the State had increased in the past ten years, but like the in 
care data, it has shown recent improvement. In 2008 8,099 children were entering the 
system, and in 2017, there were 10,057.180 That is an increase of 1,958 children or 
24.18%.181 In the last two years studied there was a 20% combined decrease, a 
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deviation.182 In 2017, Arizona accounted for 3.91% of the children entering the system.183 
Further analysis will hopefully uncover more about this data. 
 The number of children exiting the system increased further than the entrance 
rate. This change is a good improvement for the system. In 2008, 7,413 children were 
leaving each year, and in 2017, there were 11,866.184 That is an increase of 4,453 children 
or 60.07%.185 In 2017, Arizona accounted for 4.79 children leaving the system.186 The 
system saw increases for seven out of the nine years were the changes were analyzed.187 
It showed that Arizona is headed in the right direction here, because of the higher rate of 
increase. 
 One area of the Arizona system is lower than the national average is the number 
of children removed from their parents. In 2008 they removed 1,935 children, and in 
2017, there were 3,295.188 That is a rate of increase of 17.05%, which is 30.7 less than the 
national rate.189 There were seven out of the nine years where this number increased.190 In 
2017 Arizona made up 2.66% of the number of rights removed.191 These numbers 
showed the changes in the system and how it differed from the national average. 
 It is in the best interest of Arizona to quickly place the children who are eligible 
for adoption. In 2008, 2,323 children were eligible, and in 2017, there were 4,749.192 This 
change is a rate of increase of 104.43% which is very high.193 In 2017, Arizona accounted 
for 6.83% of the children eligible for adoption.194 This data set is one area where Arizona 
can show bad policy as there are too many children waiting to be adopted. 
 The number of government facilitated adoptions is the final set of data. In 2008, 
Arizona facilitated 1,695 adoptions, and in 2017, there were 4,298.195 This change is a 
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rate of increase of 153.57%, which is 20x the national rate.196 More children are being 
adopted, which is good for the system. As evidenced by the number of children waiting 
to be adopted, though, it is not enough. In 2017, Arizona accounted for 7.23% of 
facilitated adoptions.197  
 These data sets begin to tell the story of the Arizona system and the troubles it has 
had over the past ten years. It had years of decline, but recently, in 2014, the system 
began to improve. Time is the best indicator if this improvement will continue, but the 
short-term improvements look very good. The data also shows how different the Arizona 
system is from the national system. Most States suffered from a time of decline from 
2012-2016.198 Only seventeen of them (Arizona being one) improved their system in 
those years.199 The background of the Arizona system is crucial to understanding their 
policies. Now, the legislation will be analyzed to discover which policies have led to the 
changes that Arizona has seen. 
The Background Years 
 The first year, 2006, brought a few changes to the system. The first bill, HB 2048, 
required a semi-annual report on the system that includes: the number of children who 
died in care, child abuse investigations, the number of children returned to care within a 
year, and the number of parental rights terminated.200 HB 2125 renewed for ten years the 
foster care review board so they could study and recommend further foster care policy.201 
The final bill of the year was SB 1119, which gave priority to Kinship care placements.202  
Social workers were required to explain the placement if the child were placed outside of 
kinship care.203 These bills brought small changes to the system, some upkeep, and 
gathering information. The Kinship care bill could have an impact further down the line. 
The foster care review board is also a good start as any system needs to be studied and 
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analyzed. 
 The next year, 2007, continued the trend of small changes. The first bill SB 1306, 
gave mandates to law enforcement officers on how to handle the CPS reports they 
receive, seeking to protect CPS investigations.204 There were also new provisions to 
combat child abuse. HB 2263 required CPS to provide information on the rights of those 
who are under investigation and the rights of the investigators in child abuse cases.205 The 
final change was the requirement that social workers and the courts consider allegations 
of child abuse in other states when considering placement.206 These brought minute 
changes to the system to fix problems. 
 2008, the last one before the data can be analyzed, showed significant changes. 
The first set changed administrative regulations. First, CPS was required to give the 
Department a protected report on each case of child abuse.207 Children were no longer 
allowed to be removed from school for parental visitation or for appointments unless 
necessary.208 The courts were now required to provide additional information and 
notifications during the preliminary hearings.209 The Arizona Legislature gave procedures 
for appointing a successor permanent guardian when the original guardian becomes 
unable or unwilling to continue.210 CPS workers were required to promptly obtain and 
abide by any court orders relating to their cases.211 These measures added requirements to 
CPS to further adhere to the regulations passed down by the federal government. There 
were further measures on child abuse and foster care. HB 2453 allowed, unless it would 
hurt the child, all dependent child or guardianship hearings would be open to the 
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public.212 The Arizona Legislature passed a requirement for all investigators to be given 
training on rights and ordered a public report regarding child abuse.213 HB 2601 gave 
requirements for when a foster parent was going to leave a foster child in the care of 
another, even a babysitter.214 The final bill, SB 1441, streamlined the process for 
removing parental rights if the child has been in care for six months and is under three 
years old.215 It also expedited the adoption process.216 These bills protected the rights of 
the children and the adults in these cases. Their impact can be measured when the data 
can be analyzed. 
Small Changes 
 The fourth year of the study, 2009, brought changes to a litany of areas. The first 
change of the year allowed legislatures access to CPS information.217 This bill allowed 
for better-informed votes on relevant policies. The Arizona Legislature changed how 
child abuse was defined and how the government edits the abuse registry.218 HB 2375 
decreased the amount of time before a foster parent was included in the review 
hearings.219 Another bill made it so only the court could remove children from a 
prospective placement.220 The court was required to monitor the search for a relative of 
new children in the system.221 HB 2622 added more requirements before moving a 
child.222 The other measures made the system easier for those involved and provided 
necessary oversight over the system. 
 The first year of data painted a mixed picture. The number of children in care 
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decreased by 1.74% this year.223 This decrease was lower than the national average.224 
Children entering the system decreased to the tune of 7.07%.225 The number of children 
exiting the system increased by 1.25%.226 The later data sets show more significant 
changes as the number of rights terminated increased by 17.05%. The data suggests that a 
plethora of children have entered the system. Even so, they are well above the national 
average. The 20.18% growth in children eligible for adoption shows the weak and limited 
scope of adoption policy.227 The final data set, the number of adoptions with government 
assistance, increased by 0.65. This data does not give a good prognosis of the adoption 
bill that was passed and showed that the State needs further adoption measures. The first 
year was a mixed bag that showed problems in the system. 
 The bills of 2010 were mainly administrative, continuing the trend of fixing small 
problems in the system. The most significant change was the reauthorization of CAPTA 
by the National Congress, adding more federal control over the system as well as 
unfunded mandates.228 Stateside, SB 1091 added behavioral health agencies to the list of 
organizations that the CPS was required to accept reports of abuse or neglect.229 The 
second and last bill allowed child care group homes to pay their annual licensing and 
certification fees in installments and asked for a study on the cost of group homes.230 
These were the only two bills passed in 2010. That would not be bad if the data were not 
headed south. Children in care increased by 5.38%, which was 7% higher than the 
national average.231 The number of children entering the system increased by 4.85%.232 
The number of children exiting decreased by 4.34%.233 These were not good numbers for 
the system. The policies of the year may have fixed problems, but they were band-aids. 
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The number of parental rights removed declined by 4.02%, which shows fewer confirmed 
cases of child abuse.234 Children waiting to be adopted decreased by 4.26% while the 
number of children adopted increased by 19.87%.235 These are positive numbers that 
show that not everything in the system was in decline. It suggests that the adoption policy 
had a slow period of adjustment before some growth.  
2011 continued the trend of making small corrections to the system. Once again, 
the system was plagued by federal legislation, which added more regulations and more 
unfunded mandates to the state systems.236 SB 1244 allowed law enforcement officials to 
make a “video or audio recording of a minor” during an investigation without the consent 
of the parents.237 The second made it an act of abandonment if an alleged parent refuses a 
paternity or maternity test requested by the DES or by court order.238 There also must be 
15 days before the motion of removal from a prospective permanent placement before a 
hearing on the motion.239 These bills continued to make small adjustments to the system. 
The system continued to decline despite these changes. The number of children in care 
continued to increase by 9.6%.240 Children entering the system increased by 7.57%.241 A 
healthier number, and possibly a benefit of the placement protections, was the exit rate 
increase of 1.1%.242 The number of parental rights better matched up with the entrance 
rate, increasing by 46 rights removed.243 The number of children eligible for adoption 
increased by 5.57%, and the number of government-assisted adoptions increased by 
11.25%.244 These numbers show a lukewarm system. It is neither truly good nor terrible, 
just is. Since the start of this study, there have been no radical changes to the system. 
Without a course correction, there is only so long something like this can last. 
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 The next year, 2012, showed the State continuing the trend of the past few years. 
An oversight committee was developed for CPS to ensure the agency was doing its job 
efficiently.245 The team which reviewed parental right terminations was removed by 
recommendation due to inefficiency.246 SB 1100 modified the adoption law, allowing the 
prospective parents to limit the visitation of the birth parents who had their parental rights 
terminated, as well as notification if that termination was appealed.247 The final policy of 
the year was the requirement for a background check for any prospective kinship 
placement.248 Once again, these fixed problems that had appeared in the system. Many of 
them were on policy recommendations from the Foster Care Review Board, as referenced 
above. They failed, however, to solve the more troubling problems that were facing the 
system. This change is seen by the increase of the children in care, an increase of 
23.69%.249 The entrance rate simultaneously went up by 25.62%.250 The exit rate gave 
good news, increasing by 3.56%.251 The number of parental rights removed increased by 
3.56%, which showed more cases of either drugs or abuse.252 Those waiting for adoption 
increased by 3.26% while the number of government-assisted adoptions stayed the 
same.253 Not even the adoption numbers improved over the past year. The numbers 
slowly indicated that the current strategy and approach to foster care was not working. 
Though 2013 does not show a drastic change, there are some changes. 
 The policies that were passed in 2013 mostly stayed the same, but some changes 
showed a different direction. The Arizona Legislature required CPS information to be 
distributed to medical examiners as needed.254 SB 1108 no longer required either the 
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foster children or birth children to be immunized by the foster parent.255 These two 
policies were similar to previous years, fixing small problems in the system. HB 2502 
switched up the game plan, given the CPS 4.5 million dollars and authorizing 50 more 
employees.256 An increase in money is a boon to any system, getting more funding and 
personnel makes doing the tasks assigned easier. HB 2074 increased the duration of 
foster home licenses and relaxed the regulations regarding the number of children in the 
home if it would aid kinship care or keeping siblings together.257 These bills made it 
easier for foster homes and kinship care, and even to children in exceptional 
circumstances.  
 This year did not have stellar numbers. Children in care increased by 6.97%.258 
The number of children entering the system increased by 1.19%.259 The exit rate also 
improved by 21.12%. The data suggest child placements were made accessible during 
this year. The most obvious answer would be the increase in the funding, but there are 
limits to how much more spending can solve, but it can provide a boost. The number of 
parental rights removed continued to rise, this time by 17.09%.260 The number of children 
waiting to be adopted spiked up by 22.82% this year, but the number of government-
assisted adoptions increased by 10.86%.261 The numbers continued to be a mixed bag, 
though it is slanted towards the unhealthy side. 2014 would bring about the changes 
desperately needed for the system. 
The Department of Child Safety 
 There were not many bills passed during the regular session of 2014. The biggest 
was the additional 6.8 million dollars given to the system to hire 192 more full-time 
positions.262 HB 2638 attempted to further combat child abuse by requiring any employee 
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of the DES to provide information on abuse to the appropriate agency.263 The final bill of 
the regular session was the requirement of the courts to provide supplemental services to 
children if it would not cost them extra money.264 This policy was to help the DES in its 
duties to help the children further. The regular session did not give any radical change to 
the system besides more resources. 
 The situation became interesting when Governor Brewer got involved and forced 
a special legislative session to modify the foster care system. On January 13, the 
Governor signed Executive Order 2014-01 in response to the falling standards in the 
foster care system.265 This executive order abolished the Division of Children, Youth, and 
Families, under the DES and created the Department of Child Safety to govern child 
abuse, foster care, and adoption.266 The Arizona Legislature went into special session to 
legalize the new Department with the necessary duties and regulations by passing SB 
1001.267 The new Department had the responsibility for children and family services with 
functions ranging from investigating child abuse, foster care, kinship care, adoption, and 
federal aid to families.268 Most of the policies that had applied to the old division were 
brought over to the new Department.269 The Centralized Intake Hotline addressed the 
issue of child abuse, centralizing the information about child abuse, and ensuring proper 
investigations.270 Another change was further policies to align the state policy with the 
required federal policies.271 SB 1001 was the most significant bill passed during the time 
studied. It radically changed nearly every aspect of the Arizona system to be more 
organized and resourced. It was a needed course correction from a system that had not 
seen good numbers since 2009.  
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 The numbers continued the previous trends going into the end of the fiscal year 
2014, with the new Department still formalizing its new policies and roles. The number 
of children in care took a downturn increasing by 12.83%.272 Children entering the 
system increased by 13.15%.273 These initial numbers showed the continued problems of 
the system. The number of children exiting the system continued to increase by 5.84%.274 
The number of parental rights removed lowered to 5.53%, because of the dissolution of 
CPS and the development of the new Department.275 The number of those waiting for 
adoption improved with only a 1.73% increase. The number of government-assisted 
adoptions increased by 22.52%.276 These numbers were even more of a mixed bag. The 
next year saw the further implementation of SB1001 and the new Department. 
 2015 did not contain the revolutionary measures of the previous year. It corrected 
and formed the newly created Department. HB 2100, for example, made the identities of 
the new Department’s employees confidential.277 HB 2166 relocated to the sharing of 
child fatality data to the new Department.278 HB 2098 polished several new provisions for 
the new Department.279 An auditing team was established for the new Department to 
ensure that it would adequately manage its resources.280 There were further updates to the 
legal process that was required for child abuse cases to make them clear and 
constitutional.281 HB 2047 required social workers to submit reasons for removal of a 
child and get clearance.282 The bills continued the course correction started in 2014 while 
continuing the strategy seen through much of the study. 
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 The numbers continued to be mixed but showed improvement. The number of 
children in care increased by 9.18% (down from 12.83%).283 The entrance rate increased 
by 4.20% (down from 13.15%).284 Concurrently, the exit rate improved as well, with an 
8.11% increase.285 This data shows a system that is improving. The number of parental 
rights removed stayed nearly the same, with less than 20 more cases.286 The adoption 
statistics continued to prove to be an odd pairing. The number of children waiting to be 
adopted increased by 11.51% (1.73% previously), and the number of government-
assisted adoptions dropped to a 4.72% increase (22.52% previously).287 Considering the 
near-constant mixed data or decreasing status, this is an improvement. 2016 reveals more 
of the long-term consequences of this new policy direction. 
 The 11th year of the study, 2016, continued the trend of fixing problems while 
adding a few new policies. SB 1330 allowed for a county attorney to assist with 
adoptions by providing required legal services free of charge.288 There were continued 
administrative changes with HB 2427 requiring all child removal rules to apply uniformly 
across the state.289 Guardians who were caring for a child were required to help continue 
contact between their wards and people with significant relations (unless that contact 
would be detrimental).290 HB 2260 reauthorized the Foster Care Review Board for eight 
more years.291 The bill also enacted some of the board’s recommendations: modifying the 
time frames for foster parent training and requiring public meetings on foster home 
licensing rules.292 HB 2442 gives the ability to foster parents (and adoptive parents) to 
obtain urgent behavioral health services for a child who needed them.293 These helped to 
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lessen the strain on foster parents, which allows them to further care for children in need. 
The last bill of 2016 was another change in direction. HB 2270 required the DCS to enter 
into a contract with a private organization(s) to work to administer backlogged cases.294 
Adding in provisions for private organizations, even for such a matter as foster care 
training, removed the need for the government to do it. 2016 continued the weird 
dichotomy of the past few years of small fixes and new directions. 
 The data in 2016 continued the improvement started in 2015. For the first time 
since 2009, the number of children in care decreased by 3.5%.295 The entrance rate also 
decreased by 7.81%.296 The number of children leaving the system continued to increase 
to 10.66%.297 For the first half of the data, these numbers are good, showing 
improvement to the system. The most significant change to the system was the 
overhauled Department, which brought new procedures. There is also the case of a 
smaller workload and better training standards. The number of rights terminated 
increased by 12.41%, which showed that there are still problems.298 It is also an 
interesting dichotomy that the entrance rate decreased but the rights terminated increased. 
The adoption data also showed problems. The number of children eligible to be adopted 
increased by 16.08% while the number of government-assisted adoptions also increased 
by 12.92%.299 The system had generally shown improvement in 2016. 
 The year 2017 did not bring any revolutionary policy proposals, mostly updating 
and fixing policies of the past. SB 1360 allowed the court to establish a permanent 
guardian for a child.300 The bill also limited the time reunification efforts with the birth 
parents.301 This change prevents a child from languishing needlessly in the system. SB 
1380 updated the required background checks and how the government notifies the 
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recipients.302 The Arizona Legislature gave new guidelines for abuse investigations as 
well as specifications for child removal.303 The final bill was SB 1195, which gave 
authorization for the DCS to make medical decisions for the children in their care.304 The 
bills were more along the line of fixing problems in the system than changing the system.  
 The numbers continued to show improvement. The number of children in the care 
of the system decreased by 12.19%, which was over 2000 children.305 The entrance rate 
also decreased by 14.26%, which is over 1,500 children.306 The numbers for the exit rate 
were not as good; children leaving the system decreased by 0.89% in 2017.307 The first 
half of the data showed a system continues to improve. For the first time since 2010, the 
number of parental rights terminated decreased by 2.49%.308 The adoption numbers 
started to align with the number of children waiting for adoption increasing by only 
0.76%, and the number of government-assisted adoptions increasing by 17.62%.309  
Conclusion 
 Arizona showed a system that had problems from the beginning but was able to 
enact needed change. Arizona tried to treat a gunshot wound with a band-aid. The system 
continued to decline despite the attempts to fix some problems. In 2014 the system was 
not doing the job it was given; it was not protecting the children. Another problem 
plaguing Arizona was the realm of adoption. In the 12 years of laws that were studied, 
there were not any significant bills that address adoption as a whole, mostly making 
corrections and streamlining the process. Government adoptions were not enough to take 
care of the problem. Increasing the scope of government adoptions after the near-constant 
increase of government-assisted adoptions not improving the problem is not a good 
strategy. Time will tell if Arizona will continue the improvements. It is likely that it will 
continue.   
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CHAPTER 4: California 
 The California system is complex, simultaneously embracing and defying the 
stereotypes of the State. The State has a reputation for trending towards liberal ideology, 
and several of the bills passed back up this reputation. The State is known across the U.S. 
for trending towards liberal ideology with a litany of bills passed in that manner. Though 
California had more bills that fit the criteria than the other States, it took several policy 
directions that its counterparts did not. These bills led to a system with both good and bad 
numbers across the data.310 It ultimately finished with fewer children in care.311 This 
chapter seeks to analyze these policies and learn how these numbers came to be. 
The Data 
 Understanding the data surrounding the California system facilitates 
understanding the policies and their impacts. The California system will only be 
compared to the national average, not to any of the other States. California improved over 
the period studied.  
 The system saw a healthy rate of decrease in the number of children in care. At 
the beginning of the time studied, 67,703 children were in care, and there were 51,869 in 
2017.312 This change was a decrease of 15,834 children or 23.39%.313 That is 2.14 better 
than the rate of the national system. There were only two years where the number of 
children increased, which as at the same time as the national system.314 The data has 
shown that California improved at a higher rate than the national average.315 In 2017, 
California accounted for 11.7% of the children in the system.316 The large population of 
the state of California does skew this number as a measuring tool. The first set of 
numbers showed an extensive system that is improving. There are fewer children in the 
system, which is the ultimate goal of Foster Care. Further study will reveal how this came 
to be. 
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 The entrance rate saw a decade of decrease. In 2008, 36,590 children entered the 
system, while in 2017, there were 28,016.317 This change was a decrease of 8,574 
children or 23.43%.318 The rate had been in decline since 2013.319 There was only one 
year where the entrance rate increased in the time studied.320 In 2017, California only 
accounted for 1.03% of the number of children entering the system.321 The healthy 
entrance rate of California is something that would be good for other states to replicate. 
 The exit rate matched the entrance rate, also seeing a decrease. In 2008, 41,468 
children were leaving the system, and in 2017, there were 28,539.322 This change is a 
decrease of 12,929 children or 31.18%.323 In 2017, California accounted for 11.52% of 
the children exiting the system.324 Only in two years studied were there increases in the 
exit rate.325 This is part of the system where change is needed. Further study is required. 
 One area where California outperforms the national system is the number of 
parental rights removed. In 2008, California removed 9,841 children from their parents, 
and in 2017, they removed 7,107.326 That is a decrease of 2,734 children or 27.78%.327 
This decrease was better than the 55% rate of increase seen in the national average.328 
This data set was the only data that has rose recently as well.329 There were four of the 
years studied where there was an increase.330 This number does not line up perfectly with 
the entrance rate, further adding complexity to the system.  
It is in the best interest of California to place children who are eligible for 
adoption as quickly as possible. In 2008, 17,847 children were eligible for adoption and, 
in 2017, there were 15,097.331 This change was a rate of decrease of 15.41%, nearly a 
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third of the national system.332 In 2017, California accounted for 21.71% of the children 
waiting to be adopted.333 Since one out of five children waiting for adoption is in 
California, it needs improvement. 
 The final set of data is the number of government-assisted adoptions. In 2008, the 
State of California assisted with 7,777 adoptions, and in 2017, there were 6,524.334 That 
is a rate of decrease of 16.11%.335 This change matches up with the number of children 
waiting to be adopted, needing improvement. In 2017, California accounted for 10.97% 
of the assisted adoptions.336 This is a system where improvement is needed to serve the 
children better. 
 The data begins to tell the story of the system. The stereotype of California is of 
massive government control. However, a plain-text reading of the numbers does not point 
to government interference, instead of the opposite. California numbers differ from the 
national system, which does not have as many good years as most of the California data 
sets. Many States suffered from times of decline from 2012-2016.337 There have only 
been seventeen states that have improved in the time studied, California is one of them.338 
The data reveals several points of focus that help the study of the legislation. 
The Background Years 
 2006 brought about a litany of changes to the foster care system. AB 2216 
required a State-wide audit of the system to ensure that it is operating efficiently.339 
Accountability is a smart idea for any system, as it ensures the proper use of the resources 
given to the system. SB 1325 allowed attorneys to represent the adoptive parents in cases 
involving “assisted reproduction”.340 The regulations concerning adoption facilitators 
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were strengthened, limiting their rights and abilities.341 AB 525 added emotional abuse to 
the actions considered child abuse.342 The California Legislature modified law now 
requiring a background check for a kin guardian before a placement can be made.343 The 
Legislature also established emergency foster care and allowed both kin and non-kin 
caregivers.344 The final bill allowed private organizations to utilize all forms of foster 
care, including group homes and kinship care.345 The policies made it easier for foster 
care providers while harder for adoption agencies.  
 The second year, 2007, brought a similar amount of changes. The only adoption 
policies were to fix several problems that had arisen.346 Congregate care was modified 
with a mandate to transform the current system into “residentially based services”; 
private companies were brought in help with this transition.347 A change to foster care 
was the requirement to keep teenage parents with their children if possible.348 Another 
change was to allow county agencies to exchange criminal record information when a 
child moves between counties.349 AB 298 made kinship care a priority placement option 
and dedicated support to it.350 This method of care was further allowed in emergencies.351 
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These were significant changes with a probable impact. The data is not available until 
2009 to measure this. 
 2008 brought changes in policy, with political ideology influencing the system. 
SB 1726 shows this giving the State more discretion on who could facilitate adoptions.352 
This bill allowed the State to deny agencies based on ideology. AB 2337 added drug and 
alcohol counselors to a list of mandated child abuse reporters.353 AB 2960 allowed for the 
immediate seizure of a child if he or she was sexually abused and was about to be 
removed from the State.354 The last bill concerned foster care directly. AB 2070 limited 
to two years the amount of time for reconciliation with incarcerated parents to prevent 
children from languishing in the system.355 AB 2096 gave a standard for foster parents to 
use when deciding on extracurricular activities.356 Granted, this did not require the 
activities; it was still a mandate on the foster parents. The final bill, AB 3015, required all 
types of caregivers to be trained on foster youth safety at school.357 This bill was a further 
mandate on caregivers. This year brought a different type of policy change. 
Changes to a Complicated System 
The first year of data, 2009, brought mainly administrative changes. AB 247 
updated how the State shared child abuse information with Health Care practitioners. 
Along with state policy, the California Legislature updated the system to meet with new 
federal standards required for adoption subsidies.358 AB 941 gave further clarification to 
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adoption laws, providing for contact with birth parents.359 The Legislature made a more 
extensive change by extending the funding for pre and post-adoption services based on 
the analysis of the problem.360 This bill was a fiscally responsible move extending a 
program that the data showed was successful. SB 597 brought the foster home payments 
and agency staffing ratios to the new federal standards.361 The final policy was to extend 
the agreements with private organizations and allow them to waive foster care payments 
as long as the children were taken care of properly.362 The government is finite and 
cannot handle the full problem. Allowing the private sector to help was a smart move. 
These changes continued to try to fix the system. 
 The data showed a system that was improving but still had some problems. The 
number of children in care decreased by 10.52%, which is more than the national 
average.363 The most significant change was the furtherance of private organizations and 
the adoption laws to promote adoptions. Child abuse measures had not led to an increase; 
children entering the system decreased by 3.68%.364 The exit rate decreased by 5.43%.365 
The new abuse policies have not led to an increase; the number of rights terminated 
decreased by 13.35%.366 New adoption policies seemed to affect the number of children 
waiting to be adopted, dropping by 12.23%.367 However, it has not increased government 
adoptions, with the number of government facilitated adoptions decreasing by 4.36%.368 
The system presents a mixed bag of policies that provides a mixed system.  
 2010 brought changes and corrections to problems. One problem that was 
corrected was Kinship care funding, AB 1905 assured that funding would continue if the 
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social worker visit did not occur on time.369 AB 2020 gave clearance for the court to 
immediately terminate parental rights under certain circumstances and gave adoption 
agencies more rights in the adoption process.370 The California Legislature raised the age 
from 18 to 21 years old the age where children were released from the system due to 
age.371 The requirements to apply for federal funds for kinship care were modified.372 AB 
939 established that the existence of a child custody battle does not constitute child 
abuse.373 The Legislature changed the standard for child abuse from “certainty” to 
“reasonable suspicion”.374 AB 2229 strengthened the multidisciplinary personnel teams 
allowing them to investigate child abuse.375 The measures of this year mostly tried to 
solve problems. 
 The data for the year showed the first year of decline in the numbers. The number 
of children in care decreased by 7.23% (down from 10.52%).376 Meanwhile, the children 
entering the system continued to decrease by 4.84%.377 Children exiting the system 
likewise decreased by 8.06%.378 This data suggests that the new adoption and kinship 
policies were effective for the system. The number of rights removed was not increased 
by AB 2020; instead, it decreased by 15.21%.379 The number of children waiting to be 
adopted decreased by 4.93% (down from 12.23%).380 Meanwhile, the number of 
government facilitated adoptions continued to decrease this year by 13.16%.381 This data 
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further reiterates that the government was not enough to help all the children.  
 This year defied the stereotype by focusing on private organizations. SB 164 
created the State Children’s Trust Fund, which allowed private individuals and 
organizations to donate money to foster care, tax-deductible money.382  Licensed private 
adoption agencies were allowed to place children across Stateliness, set aside orders of 
adoption, and place children early with their prospective adoptive parents.383 The final 
bill of the year allowed the foster parents to receive the birth certificate after the 
termination of right for the birth parents.384 The bills were a change in the system, though 
the bills affecting the private organizations did not go into effect in time to be analyzed in 
this year’s data.  
 The data for this year continued the trends seen in the previous year, a downturn 
in the system. The number of children in care decreased by 2.58% (down from 7.23%).385 
Children entering the system decreased by 4.07%. 386 The exit rate decreased by 11.77% 
(down from 8.96%).387 These numbers showed a continued decrease in the number of 
children leaving, which is evidence of problems with either reunification, guardianship, 
or adoption. The number of parental rights removed continued to decrease by 4.18% 
(down from 15.21%).388 Children waiting to be adopted decreased by 1.76% (down from 
4.93%).389 The number of children adopted with government-assistance decreased by 
11.60%.390 The analysis of the bills was complicated by the late passage of many of the 
bills this year. 
 If 2011 had a lack of bills, 2012 made up for it. There were eleven relevant bills 
passed. However, only one of these passed in time to impact the data: AB 1928, which 
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allowed three foster children in a single home, compared to two.391 The rest of the bills 
impacted the next year of data. AB 1757 deleted irrelevant sections of the law and gave 
45 days to respond to terminated parental rights.392 The court was required to assess all 
possible guardians for a child and could refer to any case of abuse or neglect to the 
appropriate agency while protecting the child.393 The California Legislature made further 
changes to combat child abuse. Employees of public or private postsecondary 
institutions, athletic coaches and directors, image processors, commercial computer 
technicians, and college coaches were all added to the list of mandated reporters of child 
abuse.394 Ideology once again entered into the policy arena. AB 1856 required foster care 
providers to receive “culture competency and sensitivity” training concerning LGBT 
rights of foster children.395 This policy causes problems with religious groups who 
disagree on the issue of these rights. AB 2019 established the Foster Family Home … 
Insurance Fund to further help the needs foster parents.396 Finally, California updated the 
foster care system to meet federal regulations.397 While these policies take effect next 
year, they brought changes to the system.  
 The data for this year showed signs of improvement. The private organization 
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policies passed in 2011 had a full year to take effect. The number of children in care 
decreased this year by 0.37% (down from 1.93%).398 Children entering the system 
decreased by 0.53% (up from 4.07%).399 Meanwhile, children leaving the system 
decreased by 4.85% (up from 11.77%).400 The numbers show a mixed system. The 
parental rights removed decreased by 13.09%.401 For the first time, the number of 
government facilitated adoptions increased by 3.99%.402 This change suggests that the 
new adoption policy, which simplified the process, is effective. The number of children 
awaiting adoption increased by 10.21%.403 There was more work shown to be needed. 
The data showed parts of the system improving while others were not.  
Years of Decline 
 In 2013, the system continued to fix problems in the system, impacting several 
areas of the system. The first bill, AB 848, expedited the adoption of a child to parents 
who had already fostered them, were kin, a court-appointed guardian, or had previously 
adopted.404 The California Legislature permanently established the multidisciplinary 
personnel teams.405 AB 545 expanded the definition of kin in concern to kinship care to 
include friends of the family.406 The last bill passed in time to influence the data was to 
delete obsolete requirements related to child abuse prevention projections.407 The 
Children’s Bureau has already gathered the data for 2013 before the rest of the bills 
passed. AB 652 removed homelessness from the list of child abuse offenses.408 There 
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were also clarifying changes made to the law passed in 2010.409 The final policy change 
was to make it a misdemeanor for a person required to register as a sex offender to live in 
a home with foster children.410 There was nothing revolutionary passed this year, but 
there were several problems addressed. 
 The data for this year is also impacted for the first time by bills passed after 
October 2012. These included the LGBT sensitivity training, the child abuse lists, and the 
simplification of the adoption policy. The number of children in care increase for the first 
time to 1.52%.411 Children entering the system increased by 5.49%.412 Continuing the 
trend, the number of children leaving the system also increased by 2%.413 This change is 
a good decrease and shows that the new policies have had an impact. The most recent 
gave more authority to private organizations and simplified the adoption laws. The 
number of parental rights removed increased by 8.99%.414 The California Legislature 
passed new child abuse measure, increasing reporting standards and improving 
investigations; this is a likely cause. There could honestly be children that just needed 
help, not the sign on an unhealthy system but one performing its duty. The number of 
children waiting to be adopted increased by 19.27%.415 The number of government 
facilitated adoptions decreased by 6.69%.416 Bills like the one requiring sensitivity 
training put a mandate to the system. Further bills that allowed stricter criteria on 
adoption agencies complicated it further. The numbers continue to fluctuate as new 
policies took effect.  
 2014 brought changes and attempted solutions to the system. SB 1136, the only 
bill to pass in time to impact the data, allowed each local child welfare agency to have 
access to a list of foster parents with criminal records and their waivers to have foster 
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children.417 The rest of the policies came into full effect in the fiscal year 2015. SB 1460 
made administrative changes to adhere to federal policy.418 Both parents were now 
required to adopt the child; otherwise, only the one adopting the child would have 
custody.419 The termination of rights was allowed for sets of siblings together; previously, 
it was done one at a time.420 The California Legislature streamlined the adoption process, 
and private adoption agencies were allowed to file for temporary custody of abandoned 
children in their care.421 There were no sweeping changes, but these policies simplified 
and streamlined the adoption process. AB 1089 established procedures for transferring 
children from one county to the next.422 The California Legislature expedited kinship care 
to allow for quicker placement of children with the option.423 The last policy of the year 
was one that differed from the ones that had come before. AB 1978 created the Child 
Welfare Social Worker Empowerment and Foster Child Protection Program.424 The most 
significant part of this new program was to give a voice to social workers about policies 
they believe need to be changed or improved.425 This policy gave an avenue to the people 
more acquainted with the system. The bills continued to give solutions to the problems 
that had faced the California system. 
 The data continued to decline in most areas. The number of children in care 
continued to increase, this year by 2.51%, or over 1,000 more children.426 The entrance 
rate decreased by 0.18% or less than 100 children.427 The exit rate decreased by 1.80%.428 
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This change further highlighted the need for reform in the system. The bills of 2013 
mostly added more regulation to the social workers. That, in addition to the lack of 
adoption reform, is a possible reason for the decline. The number of parental rights 
removed this year decreased by 2.79%.429 The number of children waiting to be adopted 
decreased by 10.03%.430 AB 848 expedited the process for many of the parents who are 
interested in the child. The number of government facilitated adoptions also decreased by 
1.26%.431 The data for this year highlighted a few policies and a system that is continuing 
as it has. 
New Years of Growth 
 2015 continued fixing problems and continued upkeep for the system. There were 
only two bills passed in time for them to affect the data for this fiscal year. The first was 
SB 68, which required teenage parenthood to be taken into account when considering 
family reunification.432 The California Legislature required that Social Services keep a 
teenager and their offspring together several years earlier. The other, SB 79, reauthorized 
the payments for kinship care and adjusted the payments to better accommodate for 
inflation and income.433 The rest of the bills passed followed impacted the data in the 
fiscal year 2016. AB 1058 “encouraged” school districts to participate in child abuse 
prevention training and required training for all employees every three years.434 To 
further combat abuse AB 1207 added child daycare personnel to the list of required 
reporters of child abuse and required them to have child abuse training to have a required 
license.435 AB 403 terminated the current payment regulations, made temporary 
regulations, and then ordered the study of and then the creation of a new payment 
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structure for foster parents.436 The California Legislature enacted further training 
requirements for foster parents, social workers, and group home administrators,  this time 
on training about psychotropic medication.437 SB 794 brought the State into compliance 
with federal laws, which required the re-investment of savings of the system into post-
adoption and guardianship services.438 SB 731 required that Social workers place children 
in foster homes based on their gender identity, not on their biological sex.439 This bill 
could put the children in danger by forcing girls to share rooms with boys and vice versa 
and would complicate religious couples who wanted to foster children. It would also 
violate the religious beliefs of several provides. These are the bills that passed through 
California this year. 
 The data for this year showed improvement compared to previous years. Bills 
passed improved kinship care and further streamlined the adoption process. The number 
of children in care decreased by 1.39% after two years of increase.440 Children entering 
the system decreased by 4.42%.441 Meanwhile, the number of children exiting the system 
increased by 3.91%.442 These are numbers that show that the system is improving. The 
changes in kinship and adoption policies likely led to more child placements. The number 
of parental rights removed increased by 3.73%.443 Evidentially while the new 
investigatory measures have not led to an increased entrance rate, it has led to a higher 
number of rights removed. The number of children waiting to be adopted increasing by 
0.60%, while the number of children adopted with government-assistance increased by 
11.11%.444 These data sets continue to be a contradiction in the numbers. The 2015 
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system still had problems but showed improvement in most areas. 
 The California Legislature passed several bills, but none were passed in time to 
affect the data for the fiscal year. AB 2872 gave guidelines for a stepparent attempting to 
adopt his or her stepchild.445 Board members of companies were now required to report 
on child abuse and the government placed regulations on businesses to control internal 
reporting of child abuse.446 The Legislature prohibited the Department of Justice from 
charging a fee to anyone who attempted to find a record of a child abuse investigation.447 
AB 1067 required the DSS to standardize information on foster child rights, and to 
distribute that information to the public.448 The last measure allowed a child over the age 
of ten to object to being placed in an out-of-county placement.449 The bill failed to 
discuss the process for if there is no other options and the child objects.450 These bills 
mainly sought to fix problems but did not revolutionize the system. 
 The bills passed after October 2015 affected this data, but none of the 2016 bills. 
The number of children in care decreased by 2.32%.451 The entrance decreased by 2.95%, 
while the exit rate decreased by 0.92%.452 This data is not as good as the 2015 numbers. 
The most significant change was the requirement to accommodate a gender identity, 
which affected the number in care and affected the number leaving as it complicates even 
initial placements. The number of rights removed contradicted the entrance rate, 
increasing by 1.44%.453 Children waiting to be adopted increased by 3.59%, while the 
number of government facilitated adoptions increased by 7.62%.454 The data has shown 
the inadequately of California to handle adoption; as seen by their facilitated adoptions 
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rarely being different from the children eligible for adoption. This data shows that some 
change is needed to benefit the children further. Protecting gender identity should come 
second to giving a child a home and a bed. 
 The last year, 2017, brought about two more changes. SB 332 allowed social 
workers to provide voter registration forms to children age 16 or older.455 Though this 
gave more for the social workers to do, it was not a significant change to the system. SB 
89 brought the more significant change of the year, establishing the Emergency Child 
Care Bridge Program for Foster Children.456 This program increased access to childcare 
and enabled a larger pool of families to become foster parents.457 These changes were 
small but had an impact on the system.  
 The final year studied continued the complicated trend the system had settled on 
over the past few years. The number of children in care decreased by 5.15%.458 The 
policies on kinship care, as well as more foster parents, presumably affected these 
numbers. Children entering the system decreased by 10.36%.459 The number of children 
leaving the system decreased by 8.56%.460 Family reunification and adoption policies 
were not enough to fix this problem. The number of children in care would be lower if 
more children were leaving. The number of parental rights removed increased by 
5.88%.461 The number of children waiting to be adopted increased by 2.78% while the 
number of government-assisted adoptions decreased by 0.28%.462 The data showcases the 
necessity of reforming the adoption process. Just fixing small problems, while noble, is 
not enough. The final year brought about some changes but continued the trend of 
complex data. 
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Conclusion 
 This system was one that defied the stereotypes of California, while at the same 
time, it embraced them. It spent most of its time fixing problems that appeared in the 
system and did not have a revolutionary bill that drastically changed the system. That is 
not to say it did not have some good bills that improved the system. It made considerable 
strides to streamline the adoption process, increased kinship care, and improve the system 
for foster parents. However, it lost focus on its primary goal by focusing on ideology 
such as its gender identity measures, and its lack of cooperation with religious 
organizations. The first half of the data remained mostly positive, while numbers moved 
in the right direction. The background numbers showed a system that needed 
improvement. The area of adoption was pinpointed as an area of need. The system 
studied showed innovation and problem solving, which lead to a healthy system overall.  
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CHAPTER 5: Comparisons and Analysis 
 There were several points of correlation between policies and data discovered 
throughout the study. As was noted, it would be impossible with the data currently 
available to prove causation. However, some of these points of correlation suggest 
causation given the number of times they occurred. Others just suggest potential policy. 
The rest of the paper will focus on extrapolating lessons learned from studying the States 
and highlight the points of correlation. The emphasis on family, private agencies, and 
streamlining have been successful policies for the States. 
 The Commonwealth of Virginia has a system that improved its system through 
sound policy. It saw the largest decrease in the number of children in care, to the tune of 
32.45%.463 It was not the strongest in other areas of the data, but the ultimate goal of 
foster care is to have fewer children kept in the system. These changes highlight the 
importance of Virginia’s policies. The Virginia General Assembly did not pass any 
transformative bills during the time studied. Instead, it kept improving the areas of 
adoption, kinship care, and foster care regularly. This strategy differed from other States. 
Another measure that set it apart was the focus on religious organizations. HB 189 of 
2012, prohibited any faith-based agency from being forced to place a child in a home that 
would violate its religion and prohibited the government from using religion as grounds 
to prevent the licensure of a private agency.464 Virginia is currently one of eight States 
that offer such protections for faith-based agencies.465 The data has shown that allowing 
private organizations to flourish is beneficial for the system. The other States presented 
different stories. 
 The State of Arizona showcased a system that started off declining, but after 
effective reforms, drastically improved. Arizona had terrible in care numbers with a 
56.74% increase over the ten years studied.466 However, in the last two years, those 
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drastic improved. Considering the majority of the bills studied were attempts to fix 
problems that had come about in the system, finding the cause was not difficult. One 
could claim that the State had an unusual fascination with the data protocols, and this 
fascination distracted lawmakers from the children. The data and even privacy were not 
the purposes of the system. This habit changed in 2014 when the Governor took action 
and forced the legislature to reconfigure the State’s system.467 The result, SB 1001, 
completely changed the way the State approached Foster Care.468 It streamlined the 
adoption process, gave the system more resources, and better-combatted child abuse.469 
Government overhaul is not always the answer to a problem that is facing the country. 
However, well thought out plans can do a litany of good for any system, as it did for the 
Foster Care system.  
 The California system is one where the main data points were in a state of 
improvement, while the background data points were in a state of decline. This 
dichotomy paints a picture of the most extensive Foster Care system, which held one in 
ten foster children in the nation.470 California kept a constant stream of new policies to 
improve its system though not to the extent of Virginia. This change was enough to help 
California quickly overcome the decline that much of the nation saw during the Obama 
era. California differentiated itself in the study with the inclusion of ideology. While 
Virginia sought to protect the rights of religious organizations, California did the 
opposite. With SB 731, the California Legislature required child placement based on 
gender identity, not on birth gender.471 The adoption system in California shows a need 
for change as the numbers have declined in recent years as compared to Virginia.472 
California gives its twist to the system but still managed to show sound numbers.  
 These three states, when analyzed, gave several points of correlation. These bills 
and subsequent policies showed ideas that steadily improved issues in their home states, 
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as well as providing ideas that improved multiple states. Each of the states have their own 
story; they have lessons to be passed on that can improve the other systems. The goal of 
the system is the children, and the impacts of the legislation should be analyzed 
accordingly. The next part of the study will showcase the lessons learned from each of 
the states. 
Lessons from Virginia 
 The Commonwealth of Virginia gives several lessons about Foster Care policy. 
The bills passed by the Federal Government in 2010 and 2011 furthermore their effects 
show that a one-for-all policy is not sufficient.473 Each system is different, and while 
some policies work across the board, they still need to be tailored to the area of impact. 
The first lesson is the limited effect of child abuse policies on the data. HB 56, passed in 
2006, showed that further methods to fight child abuse had a moderate impact on the 
system.474 Throughout the time studied, the General Assembly compiled an extensive list 
of people who were required to report on child abuse. These measures are not measurable 
with the public AFCARS data. These measures had no noticeable impacts on the entrance 
rate, or the number of parental rights removed.  
Another lesson is the need for accountability, as seen from HB 2340, which 
required the Department of Social Services to monitor the foster care system to determine 
its effectiveness.475 It is a good policy for any organization to monitor its programs to test 
their effectiveness. Since the government is using taxpayer dollars, it is even more 
crucial. Few businesses that would not face repercussions if there were no accountability; 
why would the government be any different? Regardless of its impact, monitoring the 
effectiveness of the system is merely wise. Another benefit was that it laid the 
groundwork for the system to improve in later years because it enabled the General 
Assembly to see what was wrong with the system and what needed to be changed.  
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One bill that made Virginia stand out was HB 189 of 2012. This further protected 
the rights of faith-based agencies, which only helps to improve the system. Several 
studies have documented the effects of these “FBAs.” Natalie Goodnow, a policy expert 
at the Heritage Foundation, wrote that “Faith-based organizations have been a 
cornerstone of the child welfare system for decades.”476 Actions against these agencies, at 
times shutting them down, have displaced thousands of children in other states.477 HB 
2500 of 2009 further made private entities relevant to the system by allowing them to 
donate to the foster care system to help the children.478 Even when the number of 
government facilitated adoptions were in decline, the other data remained healthy.479 The 
logical conclusion to draw from all this is that the private sector can better care for the 
children than the government can. A similar lesson is a need for an emphasis on the 
family. Experts agree that the focus needs to be on the family and that the government’s 
role in the children’s lives should be temporary at best.480 These ideas are the most 
important lesson from the Virginia system: that the private sector is vastly more effective 
at caring for children than the government.  
Kinship Care was another policy that was emphasized by the Commonwealth. 
Positive upturns in the data always followed bills that expanded this type of care, 
simplified it, or promoted it. SB 48 made it the priority placement in the Commonwealth 
of Virginia.481 With 32% of foster children placed in kinship care, it is the fastest-
growing type of care.482 If an emphasis on the family is essential, then it makes sense to 
attempt to keep families as intact as possible while ensuring the care of children’s needs. 
SB 585 of 2006 was another measure that drastically improved kinship care. One of the 
leading problems with grandparents and other relatives taking the children is the lack of 
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resources.483 SB 585 allowed kinship guardians to use the same resources that foster 
parents are allowed to use.484 Otherwise, these kinship families could be overwhelmed. 
These would have left them unable to care for their kin, putting the children back in the 
system. SB 585 shows a policy that is unique to Virginia.  
Finally, in 2015, a bill was passed that allowed responsibilities previously held 
solely by the Social workers to be taken up by others. With only one bill of its kind, it is 
hard to give definitive correlation to the theory, but it is reasonable that the less the social 
workers have to do, the more efficient the rest of the work will be.  
One final lesson is that the foster care system needs constant care. The General 
Assembly implemented several policies in the early years studied, and the numbers 
improved. From 2010-2014, the transformative policy bills were far and few in-between. 
It is nigh impossible for anyone to predict the new challenges the system is going to face. 
If the government is going to be involved in the foster care system, it needs to give it the 
attention it needs. 
Lesson from Arizona 
 Arizona gave its lessons about the Foster Care system with how it managed to 
improve its system. While fixing small problems is essential, that should not be the only 
thing done. It helps the children who are affected by that problem, but it does not solve 
problems that are affecting the whole system. States need to find the right balance for 
their system to both improve the system and fix the problems. Arizona focus on the 
problems, while the number of children in care continued to grow, fewer children left, 
and adoption was in decline.485 It was not until the Governor forced the hand of the 
legislatures that it addressed the more significant problems. The data showed that in the 
years that proceeded the reforms, the numbers began to improve.486 Considering the lack 
of change policy direction in the years before or after, it is illogical to assume different 
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causation for this particular case. A sweeping change should not be the ordinary course of 
business, but if done well, it can have an impact. 
 The study of Arizona reveals several other lessons for this study. HB 2125 in 
2006 reauthorized the state’s Foster Care Review Board, whose job was to review the 
system and recommend policy proposals to improve it.487 Evaluating previous policies is 
beneficial and determines its efficiency. Wasteful spending and misuse of the workforce 
will only hurt the children and the system. SB 1119 of 2006 gave priority to Kinship 
care.488 This bill provides a policy that benefited the system on several occasions, as was 
documented. The policy is likely to be the reason that the system got as good of numbers 
as well as why it was not worse. The Arizona legislature passed several measures meant 
to combat the epidemic of child abuse, but none of them had a noticeable effect on the 
data. It reinforces the idea that just because there is an effort does not automatically mean 
there will be results.  
 The actions of the Arizona Legislature reveal more lessons about good policies. 
HB 2502 (2013) and SB 1224 (2014) both increased the number of staff working on the 
foster care system.489 SB 1001 of 2012 increased the staff in the system both by differing 
amounts.490 This bill highlights the idea that the less each employee has to do, the more 
efficiently the remaining task can be done. While the government spending more money 
is not a magic wand to be waved at the problems, there are times when spending money 
is necessary to achieve the needed goals. It would be beneficial to the system to remove 
the strain from the social workers. Studies estimate that 20%-40% of the social workers 
quit each year, which is faster than the level of replacement.491 There is a tremendous 
strain put on social workers that makes it difficult for them to do their job for an extended 
period.492 One last lesson to be derived is the effectiveness of streamlining the adoption 
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process. As noted, the state got early returns from streamlining the process, but that did 
not last. The adoption policy continued to decline for the latter half of the data. The only 
adoption policy passed by the Arizona Legislature was to expedite the process. While 
beneficial, is not enough to fix the system. Arizona continues to be a compelling case that 
gave both good and bad policies. 
Lessons from California 
 California showed a system that had both good and bad policies for Foster Care. 
The first less is the focus on kinship care placements. AB 298 of 2009 made kinship a 
priority for the California system and gave more funding for it.493 This policy shows a 
pattern discernable in the other states, which emphasizes the family. California differed 
from the other states by only have two measures dedicated to kinship care, compared to 
half a dozen or more in Virginia and Arizona, respectively. The state also had an 
interesting dichotomy when it came to the role of private organizations. AB 687 gave 
more freedom and rights to the private organizations that were facilitating adoptions.494 
SB 164 of 2011 created a trust fund that allowed private entities to donate to Foster 
Care.495 However, many bills were not beneficial to private organizations. California took 
the opposite approach from Virginia with Faith-Based Agencies. Experts have noted that 
California has been harmful to religious-based systems, not only refusing to support them 
but also to force them to place children in violation of the organization’s respective 
faith.496 The bills passed by the California Legislature shows this perspective. AB 1856 
of 2012 required any foster parent, kinship guardian, and congregate care facilitator to 
attend LGBT sensitivity training to be aware of the children’s LGBT rights in foster 
care.497 SB 731 of 2015 took the ideology further by requiring any entities who placed 
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children to place the child according to their gender identity, not their birth gender. These 
policies cause friction with faith-based organizations whose religions have problems with 
this idea. Christian doctrine holds that there are two genders, and they do not change. 
This dichotomy will inevitability evolve into a more significant problem. Already in 
several other systems, that ending has led to tens of thousands of children being displaced 
as faith-based organizations close down.498 It is once again important to note that the 
primary goal of the foster care system is to serve the children that are in the system, not 
the adults and their ideas. Until the time comes when the children no longer desperately 
need homes and families, and the system is not overwhelmed, it would be beneficial to 
hold off on ideological moves.  
 There are smaller lessons that are discernable from California. One constant 
policy pursued was attempting to simplify the adoption process. These results have 
generally been the same regarding the data with early gains from 2009-2010, but then a 
drop-off.499 Another lesson that was especially prevalent in the study of the California 
system was the idea that private adoptions are a better avenue than the government 
facilitating adoptions. In the latter half of the data available, the number of children 
waiting to be adopted increased while the number of government facilitated adoptions 
also increased. Logically, while the number of government facilitated adoptions go up, 
the number of children waiting should go down. Since that has not been the case, an 
alternative hypothesis is that government-assisted adoptions are not enough to handle the 
load. This decline requires private agencies to improve the system.  
One final danger is overloading social workers. California, on several occasions, 
added tasks to the workload of the social workers. With such an extensive system, this is 
a danger, as more social workers are needed to handle the new workload. Earlier it was 
noted that, on average, 20% - 40% of social workers quit each year due to stress and 
workload.500 Increasing the regulations and workload would most likely lead to the 
number of California social workers trending towards the higher end of that spectrum. 
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Both times such bills were passed, the numbers declined in the next year. The lessons 
from California are different from the other states, but useful for this study.  
Universal Lessons 
 Anyone who studied the various foster care systems in the United States would 
understand that each of the state systems is unique. It is common sense that the closer one 
is to the problem, the better-equipped one would be to understand and to fix the problem. 
Notwithstanding, the analysis of the various systems has uncovered some policies and 
principles from the states that could be effective in other states. It has been demonstrated 
that streamlining the adoption process is an effective policy. As has been explained, each 
of the states saw early gains from this process but not long-term gains. It shows that 
while it is a good policy, it is not enough to fix the adoption crisis. Another lesson is the 
limitations of government facilitated adoptions. Despite the policies to increase adoptions 
at the government level, it rarely had a positive impact on the number of children that 
were waiting to be adopted. Another policy that emphasized private involvement is to set 
up trust funds or programs that allowed private entities to donate to the foster care 
system, sometimes with those donations being tax deductible. Both California and 
Virginia used this policy to their benefit. All three of the states had bills to audit their 
systems within the first two years studied. These are commonsense policies that open up 
options for any system that employs it.  
 More negative policies show what states should not do are in the areas of child 
abuse and ideology. California focused heavily on ideology to the detriment of its system. 
Meanwhile, Virginia encouraged private and faith-based organizations and protection for 
these agencies. The result is more private intervention for the Virginia system, while the 
California government is overwhelmed. Other negative lessons came from a lack of 
evidence of change regarding child abuse and the data surrounding that abuse. While it is 
vital to combat child abuse properly and to be able to identify cases, these policies have 
limited effect and do not show in the data. Arizona focused too much on the data, both 
finding it and protecting it, which is not where the focus needs to be. The focus of the 
Foster Care system should not be on the data or the ideology of those who are in power; it 
should be focused heavily on the children. The data showed on several occasions that 
policies that had a focus on placing children, adoption, and the family had a more 
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significant impact than those that did not. A balance between the two needs to be found 
to both protect the children as well as help them.  
 Two more lessons have derived from the states. The first of these is Kinship care, 
which, according to the data, is one of the fastest-growing placement options.501 In 2006, 
both Virginia and Arizona made kinship care the priority placement. California followed 
soon after in 2009. Both Arizona and Virginia used kinship care policy to produce a 
significant effect; there were three times for Virginia and two times for Arizona where 
the use of kinship care policy led to improved numbers for their respective systems. 
There was only one case for California, which rarely had kinship care policy passed. The 
need for a balance when it comes to making changes and fixing the problems is the final 
lesson. Both Virginia and California made several changes to the system and passed some 
bills aimed at fixing the problems. The numbers were mainly improved under this 
approach. Arizona focused almost all of its attention on fixing problems within the 
system and with few policy changes. Rather than making sweeping changes, like 
Arizona, when the need arises, it is better to make small corrections early. These lessons 
can be transmitted to other states to help them improve their foster care systems.  
Conclusion 
 There were several lessons learned for both the individual states and for other 
states to follow. Several policies have shown improvements to the system, such as 
accountability, focusing on the family, and focusing on the children. The harmful policies 
stem from the government losing focus on the children and focusing on something else. 
The lessons learned provide a roadmap for States to better improve their systems. It 
provides good policy and the right direction. 
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CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSION 
 Anyone who claims to follow Christ and strives to serve in the realm of politics 
has the mandate to be a Statesman. That is why an analysis of this nature is so crucial. 
With the information available to scholars today, it is simpler to study the outcomes of 
measures that have passed. The legislative histories and the AFCARS data are available 
to everyone who has an interest in improving the system. Christians in the public arena 
need to show that they strive to have mechanisms in place to determine how the policies 
are working, determining if they are effective. The resources of the Federal Government 
and the State Governments are finite, and lawmakers cannot implement every policy. 
Any politician needs to be prudent in the use of resources.  
 The study has achieved its goal of discovering policies that effectively use the 
resources to aid the children in need. Every state studied enacted Kinship Care, and it had 
a positive impact. An estimated 2 million children are in the care of a kin guardian 
unofficially along with the nearly 150,000 children country-wide that are official in 
kinship care.502 Simplifying the adoption process and streamlining the policy had a short-
term impact on the systems, improving the data. Constant attention to the adoption 
process also gave positive results for the states. Embracing private organizations and 
individuals to help with the system reduced the strain on the system and better served the 
children.  
 Each of the states had their ideas and approaches. Virginia approached it with an 
emphasis on the private sector. It backed private organizations and kinship care to 
significant effect. Thus, the state achieved the best rate of decrease for the children in 
care. Arizona showed the benefits of a massive overhaul when needed. California shows 
that constant improvements and striving to better the system generally gets results. 
Altogether, they have several policies as discussed that improve the system.  
 There will always be more room for analysis and more policies created. The 
amount of data that was available limited the scope of this study. However, the policies 
highlighted have, on several occasions, improved or harmed the foster care system. It is 
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unlikely that it is pure coincidence. The bills that are passed by the legislation will impact 
the system regardless of any private organizations or interference. Thus, the policies that 
the Legislatures passed need to be understood. The study achieves this goal and has given 
a roadmap for a better policy for the foster care system. 
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